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ABSTRACT 
THE DECISION TO RESIDE IN INTEGRATED URBAN HOUSING: 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? AND ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
. This 9 tudy 0 f. the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? .Urbr.n. renewal Arc", (WSURA) in 
New York City examines the mo ti ves, preferences ,. and values of a 
selected group of householders residing in the WSURA. The ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
should benefit social work and other planners in decision-making .roles. 
The study identified a group of householders who had the option of 
choosing to move into urban integrated housing during a period when 
many of their counterparts were choosing the suburbs in order to 
escape urban problems such as deteriorating neighborhoods 9 the high 
cost of living, poor schools. a rising crime rate, and integrated 
neighborhoods. In order to better appreciate the householders' 
decision-making, the study explored the householders' reasons for 
m.oving from their pre',Tious homes to the WSURA, their expectations 
concerning life in the WSURA, some of their living experiences in 
the area, and their satisfaction with the decision to move into the 
WSURA. 
In order to effectively answer these questions, the variables 
of age, im 'me. occupation, family cycle. and race and socioeconomic 
status were analyzed. 
2 
The' population from which the selected sample was drawn 
consiseed of 774 black and ? ? ? ? ? ? households located in the Stage I 
area of the WSURA project. The area was conducive to, investigation 
because it had, the physical and socioeconomic characteristics 
envisioned by the WSURA planners. 
,A research instrument, ? ? ? ? questionnaire, was prepared to 
conduce the study. A total of 173 householders were interviewed: 
82 white and 91 black. The items in the questionnaire were coded, 
edited, and rechecked. Open-ended questions'were 'coded according 
to • scheme developed from a 'eontent analysis of the first fifty 
questionnaires. The coded data were then keypunched and processed 
on an IBM 360 computer. 
The findings of the study demonstrated that the variables of 
age, income, occupation, family' cycle, and race and socioeconomic 
status did define certain preferences and values of the respondents. 
The WSURA project was fortunate in its location in an area where 
highly valued amenities such as theaters, shopping facilities, and 
restaurants'were already located. But the respondents were dis-
satisfied with schools, health and medical 'services, and police 
protection. 
Differences by race were distinguishable. Less racial ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
was perceived in the WSURA than is evident nationally. But the 





An additional survey of key informants. eight people who had 
been involved professionally in the WSURA project. revealed that the 
planners hoped to remove the stigma of urban renewal. They revealed 
also that ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of citizen participation the planners and planning 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? l ... aJ CllmD10n nreilS :}f ... ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? It was fcund that. con-
sideration of economics and social attitudes resulted in tradeoffs by 
the respondents. in terms of their moving into the ? ? ? ? ? ? project. 
Detailed planning is viewed as a significant component of 
effective housing policy •. No recipient group should be taken for 
granted. The most visible planning flaw is seen as a lack of 
sensitivity toward the poor. Limited.income. poor education. and 
inequality in opportunity constituted a cycle that is not fully 
appreciated by planners. 
Past methods used by planners shou14 be viewed skeptically. 
Plans for future housing and neighborhoods should reflect a more 
realistic view of the needs and preferences of all groups and a 
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This study of a selected group of respondents residing in the 
government sponsored West Side Urban Renewal Area (WSURA) in New York 
City seeks,to examine some of the motives, preferences, and orientations 
of these respondent-householders. The study has identified; and 
attempts to answer, five critical questions: 
(1) Who are the people who chose to move into 
the WSURA urban integrat,ed housing? 
(2) Why did they move from their previous homes 
to the WSURA?' 
(3) What were their expectations concerning life 
in the WSURA? 
(4) What, in fact, were some of their living experiences 
in the toJSURA? 
(5) Were they satisfied with their decision to move 
into the WSURA? 
In answering these questions, the factors of race, occupation, 
income, age, and family cycle were taken into account. The findings 
presented in this study hopefully will help to clarify not only what 
influences a householder to move into, to remain in, or to move away 
from an urban-integrated area, but also will form a basis of 
comparison ? ? ? ? ? can l>e used in evaluating both housing problems and 
social work pr.oblems. 
2 
Our questions and written questionnaire were directed to certain 
householders who appear to have had housing options and chose to move 
into the WSURA. Their ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? for doing so should be of prime concern 
to those responsible for the formulation ? ? ? ? "implementation of future 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? policy and programs. 
Included in our discussion is consideration of the two social 
goals that government on all levels, as well as some of the house-
holders in our sample, ostensibly subscribes to:" namely, racial 
integration and a decent home environment for all people. 
MOney and Attitudes 
Little research has been done in the areas of what kind of 
housing people desire and the reasons for their preferences, especially 
in urban settings. Our study demonstrates that economic issues interact 
with attitudinal considerations to account for the householder's 
decision to move. ll In support of this conclusion other studies by, 
for example, Hinshaw and Allott,11 and by Rossi,11 Foote, et al.,41 
indicate that preferences for housing has its ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and 
economic aspects. Householders are recognized by these writers as 
? ?
lSee definition of economic and attitudinal consideration in 
Appendix A, "Definition of Terms". 
2Mark L. Hinshaw and Kathryn J. Allott, "Environinental 
Preferences of Future Housing Consumers," Housing Urban America, 
edited by Jon Pynoust, Robert Schafer, Chester W. Hartman (Chicago: 
Aldine Publishing Co., 1973), pp. 191-200. 
Jpeter Rossi, Wby Families Move (Glencoe: Free Press, 1955). 
4Nelson Foote, et al.," Housing Choices and Constraints (New York: 
McGraw-Hill ? ? ? ? ? Company, Inc., 1960). 
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being influenced by the external social and economic realities of the 
time as well as by the intra-family factors of changes in age, family 
cycle, income, occupatior., and race. The Hinshaw-A110tt and the Rossi. 
studies assume. that housing preferences and choices must be evaluated 
in the context of the particular sociological, . psychological , and 
economic setting of the householders. 
Furthermore, most of the studies focusing on interracial or 
integrated housing (e.g., George and Eunice Grier, and Deutsch and 
Collins) 1/ employ a socio-psychological approach that cxplor'es the 
. experiences and at·titudes of people living in integrated housing. 
These studies usually spring from an interest in the phenomena of 
. racial prejudice and i"ts reduction. The Deutsch and Collins study, 
a classic iri its field, argues that physical proximity encourages 
',ri'1<mr:aged .1../ 
social contact •. "When those contacts are between persons ·of 
different groups, but equal ? ? ? ? ? ? ? status, persons in one subgroup 
who have. prejudices against members of the other group will 
experience a reduction in'such prejudice."1! 
·The consideration of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? social status raises many issues, 
one of which is the trade-offs people are willing to make in'regard .. 
to housing. For example, some householders may select housing where 
lSee, for example, Eunice and George Grier, "Equality and Beyond 
Housing Segregation in the Great Society," Daedalus, Winter 1966; 
Eunice and George Grier, Privately Developed ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Housing 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1960); and. Morto.n Deutsch 
and Mary Collins, Interracial Housing: A Psychological Evaluation of 
'Social Experiment. (Minneapolis: The University of Minnesota Press, 1951). 
2A quote from the Deutsch and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? study on interracial housing 
taken from Robert ? ? ? Mayer, Social Planning and Social ? ? ? ? ? ? (Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1972), ? ? ? 47. 
-, , 
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the other householders are of the same race; others may choose as 
neighbors those who are similar in economic and social background; 
while still other h9useholders may trade off the aspects of race 
and of social and economic similarities for physical and neighborhood 
amen:f.tics such as additional rooms and space, accessible recreational 
and cultural facilities, good schools, hospitals and other health-
related facilities. 
This study also attempts to explore the trade offs people are 
willing to make when selecting a place to live. 
Government Intervention 
Yet another related consideration of .this study is the exploration 
of government intervention in terms of providing more housing 
'1 ' al·ternatlves and better neighborhood services for the disadvantaged • ..::.! 
'fhe realities of land and construction costs have made, and will 
continue to make, it impossible for the private sector to meet all 
housing needs, especially those of the low- and moderate-income . 
families, without public ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Subsidization, however, has not 
always produced beneficial results. For example, Wallace Smith 
points out that government has played a significant role in the 
separation of race and class.ll He shows that government-sponsored 
lIhe disadvantaged not only include the poor and tbe racial 
minorities, but also women, singles, and the aged. 
2Chester Hartmann, "The Politics of HoUSing," Housing Urban 
America, Ope cit., p. l2l. 
3lolallace F. Smith, Housing, the Social and Economic Elements 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1970), p. 474. 
low-income housing, built mostly in the cities, has thereby forced 
more and more nonwhites to remain located within inner-city areas. 
On the other hand, as their economic success has lifted more and 
more white families out of the low-income class. have moved" .. to 
5 
the suburbs, joining the ranks of those who fight to keep the poor, 
the aged, and especially the blacks out of their communities. 
National housing programs are for the most part ineffective 
in reducing residential segregation. The housing programs have been 
enacted for the purpose of creating jobs, clearing the slums, and 
improving the tax base of central cities. However, on a less 
specialized basis, the national "government "has shown a broad 
commitment to resolving discrimination by enacting antidiscrimination 
legislation. l ! The weakness in this government policy is the uneven 
l( 
enforcement of the laws as witnessed by recent episodes in Forest 
Hills, New York, and Newark, New Jersey, where members of the 
community refused, respectively, to allow the installation of public 
housing and housing that black residents would have built and "financed. 
The WSURA 
The urban-renewal ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? is an example of a limited program 
enacted by the"federal ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to help fight the deterioration of 
cities by encouraging economic and racial balance. A specific urban-
renewal program that has attempted to achieve the two "basic goals 
lExecutive ? ? ? ? ? ? 11063 and the Civil Rights Act of 1968 - PL 90-284. 
_ 2See description of the Urban Renewal Program in Appendix A, 
"Definition of Tenns." 
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discussed in this study (that is, racial integration and a decent 
home for all people) is the West Side Urban Renewal ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in New 
Yo.rk City (that is, the WST!RA). 
Beginning in 1963 the federal government, the state of New York, 
and New York City have continued to invest large sums of money in 
the WSURA.l! This project has been described as "the largest and 
most lauded model of integrated community planning· in the country.,,2/ 
Therefore, the WSURA presumably ? ? ? ? a fertile area in which to dig 
for the considerations and values that influence the householder in 
his decision to live in integrated housing. 
The Value of Planners 
Social workers assigned to housing agencies such as The Housing 
Development Agency (New York City) and the Housing Urban Development 
Agency (Washington) are most commonly assigned to the "relocation 
department" and are not usually considered for jobs in the major 
decision-making branches. However, it should be more widely 
rec'ognized, particularly on· the policy-making level, that social work 
planners can make genuine contributions to the housing field. Their 
lThis researcher was unable to uncover the actual amount of money 
. invested in the WSURA ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? One official did suggest,however, that 
the Manhattan Development Office of the Housing Development Administration, 
which is located in the WSURA and oversees the project, has expended 
approximately $2 million per year since 1963. Th;J.s sum merely ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
the administrative aspect of the project and not the purchase of Ian!:, 
demolition, and construction costs. 
2Mid-West Side ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Coalition, Vol. I. Reconnaissanc·:? 
and Overview HOllsing Stabilization ::Jiscrict Community Services, !-Iarch 
1971. 
"7 
" knowledge of areas such as need theory, human behavior, organizational 
theory, citizen ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and the problem-solving process 
qualifies ? ? ? ? to ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in the decision-making process. 
At a time when many of the people who have fled to the suburbs 
(due to deteriorating neighborhoods, crime, school problems, and 
their own raciai prejudice), are faced with heavy costs ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of 
wide-spread economic problems and the greatly increased cost of 
energy), planners must reorient their housing plans, placing" 
particular emphasis on the urban centers, where costs are relatively 
lower and services and facilities (such as public transportation) 
are more readily available." 
Organization of Study 
The first chapter provides an overview "of America's current 
housing problems in order to place the focus of the study, the WSURA, 
in its appropriate context. These problems illuminate some of the 
multifaceted concerns that influence housing choices and, in turn, 
the fulfillment or nonfulfillment of the important social goals of 
integration and a decent "home and environment for all people. 
The second chapter covers the study methodology, the WSURA 
project and plan, the specific study area, and the general character-
istics of our respondents. 
Chapter III focuses upon the central subject of the study: 
examining the general decision-making process including the reasons 
for moving from one's previous neighborhood to the WSURA, tpe" 
expectations r2garding the" new home, the experiences of living ill the 
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WSURA, and the ultimate satisfaction with decisions to move into the 
WSURA. 
Chapters IV through VIII examine the decision variables of age," 
income, occupation, family cycle, and race and socioeconomic status. 
The concluding chapter" relates the study's findings to the essential 
problems involved in generating housing strategies that can be 
expected to yield more effective results than those presently "utilized. 
A survey" of "key informants is discussed briefly in order to compare 
the informants' responses to the respondents' answers and to shed 
light on how some experts viewed the WSURA project. 
CHAPTER I 
MAJOR HOUSING PROBLEMS FROM-A 
NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE 
While -many housing problems -may ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? t ? ? ? ? seem to 
be of central concern to this study: 
(1) the limitation of housing choices (be.cause 
of racial segregation and the high cost of 
housing) ;_ 
(2) poor_ neighborhood conditions including a ? ? ? ? ? crjme rate, 
deteriorated buildings, trash-filled empty lots, 
littered streets, unsafe streets and hallways, 
poor schools, inadequate recreational facilities, 
and-the lack of other major neighborhood- amenities. 
Racial Segregation and Limited Housing Choices 
Racial segregation in housing has long been a highly visible 
sign of inequality in America. Following World War II various,civil 
rights and fair-housing groups fought for open housing for blocks and 
other miuorities. The housing act of 1949, the desegregation laws 
of the 1950 ? ? ? ? 1960s, and President Johnson's Great Society programs 
addressed the problems of racial segregation in housing. These programs 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? both directly and indirectly, to ameliorate some of the 
problems engelldered by urban ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? deterioration of -homdng 
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stocks, and the stampede to the suburbs by middle-income whites. 
Although there has been limited success in the desegregation of 
housing, residential segregation remains a national problem. In 
recent years, moreover, the foci of concern on. the part of· our 
national leadership appears to have shifted from sustained freedom 
of choice for .blacks toward rendering housing in the central cities 
·moreatl:ractivt: 'Co Lhl! white ml.Jdle clul:Ss • .!! Its advocates deem 
this new ? ? ? ? ? ? a necessity if neighborhoods are.to.be prevented from 
reaching a "tipping" point):l But this economic balance 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? exclusion of minority-group households because a 
large majority of the poor, especially in central cities, are 
black.d.! 
The housing shortage in general and the scarcity of housing 
available to blacks in particular, combined with the extreme 
reluctance of most white householders to live in an area where they 
feel a part of the minority, form the dynamics that should ideally 
influence important policy and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? decisions. 
ITo keep it from leaving the central cities during the sixties 
and early seventies. By 1975, however, the goal was to entice back 
the suburban middle-class families who, due to increased cost of 
housing and the high cost of fuel, might consider returning to the 
central cities. 
"Suburbia Isn't What It Used to Be" by. Robert M. Rickles in 
The New York Times of January 6, 1975 points out that suburban dwellers 
use one-third more.energy per capita than do urban dwellers. The 
article further points out that the price of one-family homes in tho::.. 
New York City region is well beyond $40,000. 
2See Appendix·A, "Definition of Terms." 
3If the government's policy ostensibly favors racial integration 
then the emphasis in practice on economic integration is a major 
contradiction. 
· I I 
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Racism 
Racism has been defined as the assumption of superiority and 
the arrogance that goes with it.l/ It is a major contributor, if not 
the ? ? ? ? ? ? contributor, to residential segregation.1/ Racism 
manifestly diminishes a nation's human resources and its cultural 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? The price extracted for its continued existence ranges 
from individual social and psychic problems to injurious economic 
loss and civil strife for the nation. In 1968, the Report of the 
National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders. (often referred to 
as the ·Kerner Repo·rt) brought to the attention of the American· people 
the role that racial discrimination in housing plays in condemning 
vast numbers of blacks to live in urban ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? The report further 
documen·ted how the frustration and humiliation of racial 
discrimination·can lead those discriminated. against to riot and to 
destroy their own neighborhoods. The report ·also discussed how 
racial discrimination prevents blacks from having access to desirable 
living areas, particularly the suburbs. Thus many have no choice 
but to live in·overcrowded, overpriced apartments in ghetto neighborhoods. 
Whitney M. Young, Jr., pointed out that few people truly 
comprehend and sympathize with the interactions among poor education, 
job· discrimination, and bad housing. The net effect of these 
lWhi "ney M. Young., Jr., Beyond Racism (New York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Company, 1969) , p. 73. 
2Young,· Jr·., Ope cit.,. p. 73. 
3Report of the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders 
(Washington, D. C.: U • S. Government Printing Office ,1968), p. 425. 
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handicaps is to prevent blacks from securing their share of America's 
social, economic, and political resources.ll It is useful to bear 
the following facts in mind: 
(1) The United States, according to the 1970 
census, has a population of 220,285,904. 
Blacks represent approximately 11 percent of 
that population, yet they make up one third of 
the poor of the country. 
(2) Discrimination keeps black families segregated in 
ove.:crowded ghettos, although there. may be housing 
vacancies elsewhere.ll 
(3) During the past twenty years, metropolitan areas 
such as New Yo.rk experienced a shift in ethnic 
populations. There was a decrease in the white 
population and a corresponding increase in black and 
other nonwhite populations}/ The nonwhite migrants 
arrived during a period when little inner-city 
land was available for development of housing 
complexes. Many of these nonwhite newcomers were 
lYoung, Jr., op. cit., p. 27. 
2Young, Jr., op. cit., p. 29. The author cites Los Angeles as 
an example. The ghetto concentration increased at a time when the 
city's overall ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? rate was 15 percent. 
City: 
p. 50. 
3',rne Economics of Working and "LivinS In New York (New Yo.rk 
U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1972), 
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poor and, therefore, were forced into older and 
more dilapidated housing that had been discarded 
by the stable working class or middle-class wl1ites. 
It has been reported that racial change in New York City is 
not new. However, what is new is that this change has come during 
a period of overall population decline and is accompanied by, and 
to some extent is a direct result of, a declining eCQnomy as wel1. l ! : 
, During this period of economic decline New York City is losi,ng' 
housing at the rate of twelve thousand units a,year. Any hope of 
reducing this loss, by building more housing or rehabilitating existing 
housing, is undermined by the fact that all city housing plans have come 
to a ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? is even 'more perplexing for city planners is, to find 
a way to provide' standard housing for those families who cannot afford 
the market price for such housing. This group of people, who have been 
referred to as "house poor," are increasing in number. They include 
both white and black, young and old.l! 
Frank ? ? ? Kristof does not perceive the shortage of housing 
as New York City's chief housing problem not does he feel that the 
stability of neighborhoods depends on their racial characcer. He 
states that New York City ? ? ? ? a shortage of safe and livable 
neighborhoods. In terms of attracting and keeping people who had 
lFrank S. Kristof, "City's Economy and Wise Poli..cies Key to 
Stability,'" New York Times, !o[ay 23, 1976, pp. RI and :' :0. 
2Ada Louise Huxtable, uThe Housing Crisis," l-!,_,:': York Times., 
Decet!lber 10, 1975, p. 45., 
3The Report of the President's Committee ? ? ? UrbO!n Housing, 
A Decent Home (Washington, D.C.: u.s. Government Pl:intillg Office, 
'1969), p. 7. 
•• 
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the economic capacity to choose otherwise, the emphasis,Kristof contends, 
must be placed on employment and strengthening the earning capacity of 
individuals and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? especially the young; providing safety, 
orderliness, cleanliness, a supply of decent housing or effective 
public services (i.e., shopping facilities); providing reasonable 
rents and mortages and encouraging home ownership such as 
cooperatives and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Poor Neighborhood Conditions 
The World Health Organization has described housing as 
including "not only dwellings at:1d related buildings, but also the 
immediate environment and amenities, i.e., adjacent walks, paths, 
streets, open space, shops, utilities, health centers, schools, 
and administrative services.":!:../ 
Based upon this definition of housing 'one can appreciate the 
impact of neighborhood conditions and their importance to decent 
housing. 
An important symptom of poor neighborhood conditions and, 
therefore, of inadequate housing is overcrowding. Table 1 shows the 
number of households living in crowded conditions, by race, during 
the period 1940-1970.11 
lFrank S. Kri$tof, Ope cit., p. RIO. 
2Report of the World Health Organization Expert Committee on 
Housing and Health, Technical Report Series 544, p. 8. 
30p.cit., Statistical Policy Division, Office of Management 
. and Budget, p. 209. 
l.:l 
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It is perhaps comforting to note that the percentage. of these 
households decreased during this thirty year period; however, it is 
imperative to note also that the percentage of blacks living in 
crowded conditions continued to remain higher than that of whites 
during this entire thirty year span. 
TABLE 1 
HOUSEHOLDS LIVING IN CROWDED CONDITIONS 
































*In 1970, "Negro and other races" is limited to Negro only 
while "white" includes white ·and other races. 
SOURCE: Bureau of the Census, 1940 Census of Housing, Vol. II, 
Part I; 1960 Census of Housing, Vol. I, Part I; 1970 Census of 
Housing, Vol. II, Part I. 
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Although limitations in housing choices and poor neighborhood 
conditions are perceived as the major housing dilemmas on a national 
scale. secondary factors may also exert some influence on the house-
holder. 
Transportation and Safety 
These factors have some bearing. on_ .. bo.t.h_ social. =lnd, economic 
decisions by the householder. Transportation is. related to the 
economics of housing because nearly half of all the trips from home 
are trips to work. l / The longe.r the distance . the moore expensive it 
becomes in terms of physical energy and -the family budget; socially, 
the more time spent in traveling back and forth to work, the less time 
spent with the family or for personal and community activities. 
It should be noted that the lack of public transportation in 
the suburbs often serves to discourage many people who might otherwise 
desire to move to the suburbs. prompting them to remain in communities 
where transportation is available. 
The fear of being a victim of street crime and/or the prevalence 
of teen-aged gangs is often the crucial element in householders' 
decisions to leave certain communities or to move into certain 
neighborhoods. A safe place to live was given a very high priority 
-in a recent study of environmental preferences of future housing 
1.John F. Kain, "The Journey-to-Work-as a Determinant of Residential 
Location," ? ? ? ? ? ? Urban America edited by Jon Pynoos, Robert Schafter, 
Chester W. Hartmen (Chicago: Aldine Publishing Company, 1973). pp. 211-
227. 
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consumers. In fact this concern cut across race and socioeconomic 
distinctions and was uniformly ranked highest by the respondent 
householders. l ! Following this concern a step further, ? ? study by 
Oscar Newman that explores crime and design of space£! hypothesizes 
that environmental security can be resolved by the design of 
defensible space. Defensible space is, of course, a ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? term 
for the range of mechanisms - real and symbolic barriers, strongly 
defined areas of influence, and improved opportunities for 
surveillance--that combine to bring an ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? under control 
of its residents."3! 
It is these factors, then, as. well as related elements that we 
shall discuss, that the planner must heed if housing is to provide 
both· economic and so .. ;ial benefits to the residents and thus to the 
community at large.· 
Overview 
Housing is usually perceived as a market item or from a purely 
physical ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? However, the social benefits and problems of 
housing must be better appreciated by planners. Planners must acquire 
some understanding of the motives and preferences of householders and 
not fail to consider them in their plans •. Some of these motives and 
preferences will be linked to the householders' age, family cycle, and 
1Mark L. Hinshaw and Kathryn J. Allott, "Environmental Preferences 
of Future Housing Consumers"," Housing Urban America, Ope cit., pp. 191-
200. 
20scar Newman, Defensible Space (New Yo.rk: The MacMil.lan Co., 1972) • 
. 3!bid., p. 3. 
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so forth. It is also appropriate to consider some of the previous 
experiences as well as the present attitudes of those choosing housing. 
This consideration should be explored for possible positive and negative 
carry-overs. For example, individuals and families who previously lived 
in integrated neighborhoods may be more sympathetic to other cultures 
and life-styles than those who previously lived in segregated neighbor-
hoods. In 0 ther Yords., the .. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? for hes.t promoting fair, equable 
housing may be fluid and therefore the planning must be also. 
Prospective ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? should be involved in the initial ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of 
.. 
housing developments, and.the planners should.be guided by them •. 
Policies and programs might then be based on the realities of the time 
and not on the romanticisms of the planner. ll 
We now turn to the study itself. Hopefully, we will learn a great 
deal about why a select group of householders, who enjoyed housing 
options (or potential resources for housing options), chose to move 
into the WSURA. 
In the next chapter we shall cover the method of data analysis, 
. . the study sample, a background of the general community, a description 
of the West Side Urban Renewal Project and Plan, and present a diagram 
of the surveyed area. 





This study has been influenced to a considerable degree by the 
earlier research in Peter Rossi's Why Families Move. Rossi's work 
has served as a model for the conceptual and theoretical overview of 
'our study'. 
Why People Go to Psychiatrists by Charles Kadushin guided this 
study in the use of reason ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Our accounting scheme or decision-
making process was based. as was Kadushin's, upon tbe interest in ,the 
respondent's cognitive orientation and valuational orientation. We 
believe with Kadushin that the best source regarding reasons for 
action is the user of service (in our study. the householder). We 
agree that even if the reasons for moving reported by the householder 
are questionable, they are important in terms of the ultimate action 
taken.ll 
It should be noted that Kadushin states that "good reason 
analysis must be undertaken with people who have been caught in the 
act.,,21 Our study has collected the reasons after the act. However, 
it is our assumption that our accounting scheme permits us to look at 
the decision-making process in a meaningful manner and thereby provides 
indicators for planners regarding the housing needs, values, and 
preferences of householders. 
lCharles Kadushin; Why People Go to Psychiatrists (New York: 
Atherton Press, 1969) ? ? p,. 17. 
':I.,., id ".":.':1_-' p. 18. 
--
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The Residential Environment and the Desire to Move, a research 
project undertaken by the University of Michigan,!! also influenceq 
our study. One of the most interesting and unexpected findings of 
the Michigan research project concerned the respondent's race and its 
effect on the desire to move into other housing. The present study 
will consider race as' one of the major factors in exploring the 
householder's decision to reside in urban integrated housing. 
As we have stated, the study covers the factors of race, 
occupation, income, age, and family cycle of the respondents. It then 
analyzes· these factdrs to determine how: (I) these variables relate 
to the expectations of the householders regarding housing; (2) the 
factors plus the expectations relate to the householders' decision to 
·move into the WSURA; (3) the decision to move, expectations, and 
factors relate to·the householders' attitudes and interrelationships 
regarding their neighbors (especially those of different racial 
background); (4) how all of the above relate to the householders' 
satisfaction with residence in the WSURA. 
Study Methodology' 
The population from which our sample was drawn consisted of 
774 black and white households located in the Stage I area of the 
WSURA plan. Although'the entire WSURA was of interest, other areas 
were in a state of flux caused by building activities. The area 
lUrban Environmental Research Program, The Residential Environ-
ment and the Desire to Move, Sandra Newman, Study Director (Michigan: 
Survey Research,Center, Institute for Social Research, The University 
of JUchigan, March 1974). 
21 
selected was conducive ,to ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? because it had the physical 
and socioeconomic characteristics ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? by the WSURA planners. 
Additionally, this area had'a long history of integration and thus 
reflected the experiences of its inhabitants over a long period. 
Households in which the occupants had not been involved in 
the decision to move into integrated housing, and nonblack, nonwhite 
families were excluded from the sample. -These:were mainly 
low-income householders who had not had the opportunity to be 
involved in the decision-making. 
In securing a list of householders, along with their ethnic 
groups, the following sources of information were used: 
1. Master telephone directory 
2. Mailbox list 
,3. Tenant association lists 
These sources we're cross-referenced and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to make sure that 
every black and white'household in the sampled area was included. 
The breakdown into racial subgroups was secured by talking w,ith 
presidents of tenant associations and block associations. Then the 
list of racial subgroups was checked again with residents of each 
building. Since inferences were to be made about both black and 
whites (as well as about the total population), sample sizes sufficiently 
IReF'i.dents who lived in low-income ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? housing were excluded 
because the tOelection and location of these ? ? ? ? ? ? : :::lts is determined and 
administered by the New York City Housing Auth,.'Licy. However, the study 
was structured so that low-income famIlies who'lived in houses included 
in the study area tv-ere included in the study sample. Since the study focueed 
on a comp'arison of blacks and whites, Hispanics were excluded. The re,asons 
for this exclusion are ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? first, the addition of a third group' would 
have compounded the problems of anaiyzing the data and possibly compromised 
the objectives of this investigation. Furthermore, theoretical questions 
are raised by, the inclusion of a third group, such as historical differences 
in the formation of prejudice and discrimination. Secon4ly, background 
information chat provided the basis for sampling, the design of the 
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large to make such inferences had to be drawn. 
The total number of 'interviews, or the size of the sample, 
was determined by practical considerations, that is, the 
available money, time, and personal resources dictated a maximum of 
two hundred cases. In ? ? ? ? ? ? to carefully scrutinize, and to often 
compare,the preferences of the black and the white respondents, it, 
was decided to select an equal number of each. 'Thus, all black 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in the study universe became eligible 'for selection while a 
ratio of one to three within the universe was used in selecting the 
white householders. Taking into account the respondent refusal to 
fully cooperate, the end result was 82 whites and 91 blacks. 
Several months prior to the actual selection and training of 
the six interviewers who were eventually chosen, the author began 
discussions with colleagues concerning potential ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Con-
currently, she completed work on the typewritten booklet of instructions 
that was issued to the interviewers at the beginning of their training, 
on the training ? ? ? ? ? ? ? itself (a series of three two-hour sessions plus 
a trial interview), and on ,the questionnaire that the interviewers 
used during the actual interviews with the respondents. 
The booklet, the training, and the questionnaire We'rE! based on 
established procedures, and were designed and written by the author 
to reflect the specific circumstances in which they were to be used. 
The six interviewers,who were chosen from a field of approximately 
twelve candidates, were all graduate students whose professional 
interests were'involv.ed ,in the project. They were assigned to the 
questionnaire, and understanding relevant issues is very limited. For 
example, census information did not provide equal amounts of data for 
all three groups. 
The overriding factor influencing the decision to include only 
blacks and whites was that these two groups formed a basis to effectively 
evaluate the issues raised in this study •. 
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respondent by race (three interviewers were ? ? ? ? ? ? and three white) and 
by "address. Occasional modifications were"made where it seemed a 
particular interviewer might be unusually well suited to pair with a 
particular respondent." 
Each interview lasted from about forty-five minutes to one hour. 
Included in the "interviet.rers' training were techniques of introduction 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? t.., !"l!aSSl!J.""c ? ? ? ? ? re::,:p0i.ld.ant"as" to the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and ? ? ? ? ? ? of ? ? ? ?.. ", .. ' .. ::', ".' ..... . . 
interview. The" interviewer read from the questionnaire and marked on it 
the respondent's answers. Where the complexity of a question seemed to 
warrant mox:e than verbal communication betwee"n interviewer and respondent, 
a card listing the entire question ? ? ? ? the range of answers was handed to 
the resp"ondent by" the interviewer. A follow-up thank-you letter was 
mailed to each respondent. A period of approximately four months was 
required to administer and complete all of the interviews. 
The purpose of the questionnaire ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? was to measure the 
effectiveness of the questions on the questionnaire. The pre-test was 
conducted among individuals living in the West Side Urban Renewal Area. 
They were not part of the population from which the questionnaire sample 
was drawn. However, the pre-test subjects did possess characteristics 
similar to those subjects selected for final sample. Fifteen inter-
views were conducted in the pre-test. Then the final ? ? ? ? ? ? ? _9.1= t;Jle 
questionnaire was prepared. The final draft contained modifications in 
the questio ? ? on attitudes and in the questions pertaining to individual 
personal evaluations of such matters as race relations, happiness, and 
satisfaction with the WSURA project. These final questions"were more 
open-ended than as written previously. The other parts of the question-
naire proved to be adequate as written, except for editoral changes. 
The questionnaire contained five sections,ll One section 
asked for personal and background information while the other four 
sections included questions designed to elicit the following 
information: 
1. Why did the families move? 
2. What were their initial expectations and were 
they ? ? ? ? ?
3. What are their attitudes: Have they changed 
since the experience of integrated living in 
the WSURA? 
4. What are their living experiences in WSURA? 
s. Are they satisfied with their new environs? 
Analysis of ? ? ? ?
The items in the questionnaire were coded, edited, and 
rechecked. Open-ended questions were coded according to a ·scheme 
developed from a content analysis of the first fifty questionnaires. 
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The coded data were then keypunched and processed on an IBM 360 computer 
by analyzing ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? relating to the objectives of the study, Of 
particular interest was the percentage distribution of responses related 
to the following: 
1. What are the characteristics of the people who move 
into integrated housing? 
2. What were some of their motives for moving into 
integrated urban housing? 
. . 
a. What was the most important decision 
regarding moving into· the WSURA? 
lSee the complete questionnaire and additional comment, Appendix B. 
b. What were the respondents' initial 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? moving into 
the WSURA? 
e. Were the respondents ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? with 
their decision to move into the WSURA? 
3. What were the 6lack and white differences in terms 
of reasons for moving. into the WSURA? 
4. What were the socioeconomic differences such as 
occupation, income, ? ? ? ? ? I'1nd .. famiLy. cycle?. 
Study Sample 
As the study was conducted, a total of· 173 households were 
interviewed: 82 white and 91 black. This represents 22.4 percent 
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of the total household population within the study area. The initial 
WSURA plans established the guidelines for income distribution of 
housing-unit occupants at 30 percent low income and 70 percent middle 
income, and units included in the study followed these guidelines • 
. Therefore, the study assumed that the low-income families were 
represented in our lowest income range. 
The C01lllllunity 
The West Side Urban Renewal Area (WSURA), comprised of twenty 
blocks in the Borough of Manhattan, is bounded on the east by Central 
Park West, on the west by Amds.terdam Avenue, on the south by West 87th 
Street, and on the north by West 97th Street (see Map 1). The community 
was not always blighted. It had once been included in the farmland 
of the.Dutchman Peter ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Afterward, in the late 1800s and 
early 1900s, the area was a growing and desirable section of the 
suburban West Side. Many ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? families owned and lived in the 
v .... 
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brownstone houses, and many of the working-class population lived in 
the then-new tenements. During the early 1900s, tall apartment 
buildings were constructed along Central Park West, but construction 
of these and other buildings stopped during the Depression of the 
1930s. But the population continued to expand. By the 1950s, an 
estimated ten thousand people lived in overcrowded apartments 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? for less than half this number.ll The demand for apartments 
accelerated the exploitation of residents. For example, in one five-
year period rents in the neighborhood increased by 40 percent.ll High 
rents, overcrowding, and the overall deterioration of the neighborhood 
resulted in an exodus of the more affluent- residents who moved away 
as soon as they could afford it, and were often replaced by the less 
affluent and more exploitable. 
Prior to the 1950s what became the WSURA has been characterized 
as being a community where actors, writers, the well-to-do, the working 
class, the poor, and political and religious refugees lived in 
comparative harmony. Although the people were segregated by the 
buildings they lived in--brownstones and luxury ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? buildings 
for the well-to-do and tenements for the poor and ·,u)rking-class 
residents--the community was economically_ and racially ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
lHousinB and Home Finance and the Urban Renewal Administration, 
West Side Urban Renewal Area (New York: Housing and Redevelopment 
Board, 1956;. p. 4. 
2Ibid., p. -4. 
lwest Side Urban Area, New ? ? ? ? ? City Planning Commission 
(New York ? ? ? ? ? ? 1950), p. 2. 
l.,J"· 
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During the late 1940s and early 1950s, the community 
accommodated additional ethnic groups who wanted a desirable area to 
call home, and who were refugees from social and economic oppre.ssion 
and deprivation. These nawcomers were typically black Americans and 
Puerto Ricans, Cubans, Dominicans, and Haitians. l / By 1956, approximately 
17,900 households were maintained in the WSURA, and the racial breakdown 
was the following: 
52.7 percent white; 
35.5 percent Puerto Rican; 
10.5 percent black; 
1.3 percent Oriental and others.l/ 
The newcomers changed the face of the community. For one 
thing, the size and the suddenness of the Puerto Rican immigration 
.\ .. ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
.. overwhelmed the local residents who were quite unprepared to cope with 
a new language. Landlords, in response both to the newcomers' need 
for housing and their own inclinations toward larger .profits, 
subdivided existing housing units. The old tenements and brownstones 
were the chief victims of this exploitation. They were converted to 
single-room dwellings, often occupied, albeit illegally, by as many 
as ten people. 
The West Side Urban Renewal Project nnd Plan 
Overcrowding, rising crime statistics, high rents, and the 
physical ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of the neighborhood jOinea to make an already 
.. 1David H. Fowler, et a!., In Search of America (New York: 
Strycker's Bay ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? November 1972), p. 2. 
2District Community Rervices, ? ? ? ? ? ? ? I (New ? ? ? ? ? ? Mid-West 
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unstable community even more unstable. By 1956, it was reliably 
estimated that only 5,300 of,the community's 17,900 families had lived 
there five yea,rs beforE;!hand. 
The WSURA project evolved in response to the conditions 
described above during a period when community stabilization was 
considered to be an important goal for New York City. The city was 
losing its, ulidcile-l.ncome iamiiiC::t:; LO lilt: subuL'lJS in growing numbers 
audwas confronted with the dim prospect of a ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? area composed 
predominantly of a low-income 'black and Puerto Rican population. The 
Urban ,Renewal project was envisioned by the city fathers as a vehicle 
for reconstruction of the crumbling neighborhoods. ' Thus, one of the 
major goals of the West Side Urban,Renewal Project was that the area 
stabilize its racial and economic composition. 
The city applied to the federal government for urban renewal 
funds and. in 1956, a grant was received to finance a study of the 
area and to recommend improvements. Eventually, a rebuilding program 
was designed and subsequently approved by New York City's board of 
estimate in ? ? ? ? ? ? The stated objectives of the program were: 
1. Reduction of population turnover. 
2. Economic and racial integration. 
3. Reduction of overcrowding housing. 
4. Minimum use of public subsidies. 
5. Maximum encouragement and use of private investment. 
6. Use of 'civic design that would ensure a harmonious 
relationship between buildings and open space. 
7. Rehabilitation of as much of the existing housing 
stock as was practical. ' 
8. Retention t following renewal, of approximately the same density in the area as was present at the'time 
of the renewal study. 
9. Increase of the ,real estate tax return. 
10. Provision of opportunites for the average and 
smaller builders 'and 'real estate firms to 
participate in rebuilding of the area. 
11. Full participation of' the local community in the 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? .1/ 
The specific aims were: 
1. A total of 7,800 new apartments ,that would offer a 
wide range of rents, with emphasis on'the provision 
of living space for low- and middle-income families. 
2. Rehabilitation of some 350 brownstones in order to 
provide standard apartments 'that would' replace the 
overcrowded single-room-occupany units. 
3. Public improvements t such as a new school and play-ground, more open space t and better traffic ? ? ? ? ? ? , 
4. Continued integration of the communitYt both 
ethnically and economically.!1 . 
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The city planners considered rehabilitation and conservation 
of buildings to be key elements in the West Side Urban Renewal Project. 
These aspects had not been s'tressed in other renewal programs.l1 As 
originally envisioned, the plan called for the elimination of over 
seven thousand units of overcrowded and decayed housing and the 
replacement of these units with new luxury ane low- and moderate-income 
housing. The units were to be removed and rebuilt in three progressive 
lNew York City Planning Commission, Urban Renewal (New York: 
Urban Renewal Board t 1958), pp. 40-43. 
2West Side Urban Renewal Area, Ope cit., ? ? ? 11. 
'3Urban Ranewal, £p-!... cit., p. 4. 
-.I. )' ? ? ?
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stages in sp2cific areas: 
1. Stage I from 97th to 93rd Streets. 
2. Stage II from 93rd to 90th Streets. 
3. Stage III from 90th to 87th Streets. 
The entire project was to be completed within seven years. 
At the time of this study (1973-76), the WSURA from 97th 
Street to 90th Street no longer showed much ind1cation·of blight 
and deterioration. Newly built high-rise apartment buildings iine 
both Columbus and Amsterdam Avenues. Most of the old-law tenement 
houses along the avenues have been demolished; a few have been 
rehabilitated. Furniture stores, haberdasheries, beauty parlors, 
banks,and so forth form part of the ground floors of these buildings, 
and the attractive interiors and bright displays of the stores lend 
an air of prosperity, if not luxury, to the neighborhood. The side 
streets are largely characterized by brownstones that, for the most 
part,. have been recently renovated and seem' quite attractive. 
Conversely, a walk from 87th Street to 90th Street revealed 
a constrasting picture. Evidence abounded that the blight and 
deterioration suffered by the entire community prior to the WSURA 
project had not yet been eradicated. Within this four-block area, 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? occupany buildings still exist alongside deteriorating 
walk-up aparbment houses. The vacant lots witness the fact that 
some structures have been razed, but provide no assurances that new 
buildings will soon be erected. 






The Study Area 
Diagram 1 depicts the section of the WSURA surveyed in this 
study: West 94th Street from Amsterdam Avenue to Central Park West. 
The diagram includes the different kinds of housing developments as . 
well as the various supporting programs and subsidies. The housing 
on this part of West 94th Street includes low-income public housing. 
middle-income cooperative housing. rentals, and brownstones. This 
section of West 94th·Street is located in U.S. Census Tract 181 • 
C Mitchell-Loma 
? ? FlIA Rehabilitation 
Conservation 
DIACRAM 1 
I'i"!.:rn ? ? Low-income Public lIouslng 
Nn. Ia· No. 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?______ " ill]. 
9Sth Street 
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The housing surveyed within this study includes the following: first, 
Goddard Cooperative (No.1 on map). This is a H:Ltchell-Lama cooperative 
apartment house containing 193 housing units, of which 39 units are 
presently occupied by lOtI-income families. T\07enty percent of the 
apartments are skewed charges.!/ 
Number 2 on the diagram is Jefferson Towers, also a Mitchell-
Lama cooperative, containing ? ? ? ? housing uuits, oi wnich :Jo units 
are presently occupied by low-income families. Twenty percent of the 
units are under the Capital Grant program.!1 
Columbus Park Towers (No.3) is another Mitchell-Lama· building 
and contains 161 dwelling units. Thirty-three of these are presently 
occupied by low-income households, and 20 percent of the units have 
skewed charges. 
Strycker's Bay House (No.4) is a ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? development 
sponsored by the Strycker's Bay Housing Corporation. r"t. is a 
cooperative with 235 apartments, 47 of which are presently housing 
low-income families. Twenty percent of the units, therefore, have 
. skewed charges. 
lSee Appendix A for a list of housing definitions. The WSURA 
community·guideline is for 30 percent low-income and 70 percent middle-
income households living in the West Side Urban Renewal Area. ? ? ? ? ?
the study area is short of its goal because the average percent of low-
income families is less than·20 percent per housing development. 
It phould be noted that the nmuber of units occupied by 
low-income 1c:U11ilies was based upon 1973 information received from the 
Housing Development Administration. 
2Ibid. 
''-1' J , . 
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Number 5 covers .brownstone ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and includes 35 units 
that are individually owned. These buildings are ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 2l3!/ 
rehabilitated housing. 
Numbers 6 and 7 on the diagram cover apartment houses 
that are entirely rentals. 
The study area also includes approximately twenty brownstone 
houses that ? ? ? ? ? either privateL.>' owned and occupied or have been made: 
'into rentals and/or cooperative's by their owner-landlords. 
General Characteristics of the Respondents 
An examination of the general characteristics of the respondents 
who moved into the WSURA reveals them to be largely a middle-
income, professional group. To what extent this phenomenon can be 
regarded as permanent i's open to question because of further 'data 
implying that the WSURA is regarded as a "transit,,2/ area by a majority 
of its inhabitants. In subsequent chapters, we will compare the' 
respondents to householders living on bordering blocks of Census Tract 
181 with residents of surrounding Census Tracts {Manhattan Community 
Planning District 7)1/ and, where appropriate, with residents of the 
borough of Manhattan and the country as a whole. 
lSee Appendix for housing definitions. . 
2"Transit" is used here to describe a situation of households 
in the proceRs of upgrading the quality of their living conditions. 
reflected in. cheir upward' mobility from one neighborhood and/or 
apartment to a better one. 
3The sample area is part of Census Tract 181, which includes 
West. 97th to West 94th Streets from Amsterdam to Central Park West. 




30 - less 
31 - 40 
41 - 50 
51 - 60 
61 and more 
Total Percentages 





N = 173 
TABLE 2 
GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 
BY FACTORS AND PERCENTS 
Percents Factors 
Education 
9."5 o - 8th grade 
30.7 1 - 4 years of hif3 school 
32.0 1. - 4 years of co1.1ege 
13.6 .. more than 4 years of college 
12.4 Other 
100.0 Total Percentnges 
N = 172* 
Income per year 
21.6 Less than $11,000 
78.4 $11 - 20 
21 - 30 
31 - 40 
41+ 
N.A. 
100.0 Total Percentages 























Sales ? ? ? ? clerical 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Other 
Total Percentages 
N - 171* 
Family Structure 
Family with school-age children 
Family with pre-school children 
Family with post-high'school children 


























, Origin prior to moving FO the WSURA 
WSURA 
Other Manhattan Areas 
Other N.Y.e. Areas 
Other N.Y. State Areas 
Total ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?






? ? ? ? ? ? Percentages 
N = 173' 






No political affiliations 
Other 
Total Percentages 




















*Number of cases, N, d1ffers, due to m1ss1ng 1nformac1on on speC111G items. TTlIs will follow ? ?throughout tho 6tudy • 
.,. ... 
'J 
............................................... ? ?........ ----.. ---------------------
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Over 92 percent of the respondents reported ·that they were the 
head of their households. Three out of four were male and one out of 
four were female (73.8 percent and 25.6 percent, respectively). 
The respondents represented a broad age group, the average 
age being 46. Approximately 45 percent of the respondents were 
40 years old or younger, 46 percent were between 41 and 60 years of 
age. and 12 percent were 61 and over. 
Most of the respondents, approximately 73 percent, had comp1et·ed 
at least 12 years of school, and 41 percent had completed 16 years. 
It is ·interesting to note that the U.S. Census Bureau figures on 
years of school completed in Census Tract 1811/ shows that the median 
school years completed was 13.1 years, that 76.4 percent of the population 
·were high school graduates, while 2,047 out of 5,974 (age 25 and older) had 
completed four or more years of college. 
The population profile of Manhattan Community Planning District 
721 and that of the Borough of Manhattan does not provide figures 
regarding years of school completed beyond high school. But the 
information tliat is provided points out that in District 7, 67 percent 
of the total number of persons were aged 18 years and over. At the 
same time approximately 58 percent of all Manhattanites ? ? ? ? ? 18 years 
and older had completed high school. 
? ? ? ? ? ? tract includes West 94th to 96th Streets from Amsterdam 
Avenue to Central Park West. Figures secured from U.s. Department of 
Commerce, Bureau of the Census, "Social Characteristics of the 
Population." U.S. Government Printi:ng Office, 1970, p. 310. 
2See Appendix O. Our study area is included in Community 
Pl:lnning District 7. Figures secured from, °rhe New York City Planning 
Commission, OPt cit., pp. 300/7/73 •. 
-. 
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? ? ? ? ? information suggests that our respondents were not 
atypical in terms of educational achievement. The entire census 
tract 181 shows a high percentage of persons who have completed high 
school. Planning District 7, while not as high as our study ? ? ? ? ? or 
tract 181, does show a higher· percentage of persons than those in 
the borough of Manhattan who have ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? high ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
We may safely infer that this gap in educational attairunent between 
Manhattan's population and Community Planning District 7 reflects 
a higher family income average in Planning District 7 and its 
corresponding educational opportunities. 
The average income per ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? t· ho·usehold was $18,942,1/ 
Approximately 16 percent of the respondents who reported their total 
income stated that it was less than $11,000. Approximately 11 percent 
of those questioned either refused to give their income or stated· 
they did not know. This reluctance to divulge income may have been. 
based on a desire to protect their eligibility status with New York's 
Housing Development Administration. In other words, their income may 
have exceeded eligibility limits. 
Turning to Community Planning District 7 as a whole, we note 
that 36.9 percent of the families had an income of $21,000 and over, 
while in Manhattan as a whole a lesser 27.2 percent of· the families 
had total incomes of $15,000 and over.l/ 
lIn 1973 dollars. 
") 2The New York City Planning Commission, Community ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Handbook, .p. 300/7/73. (Also, the Housing Devr.lopment Administration 
defined middle income as $14,000 to $18.000 in 1973.) 
- " 
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? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? more than half of the respondents listed their 
occupations as professional. Laborers and craftsmen were the next 
highest reported ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? approximately 12 percent and 11 percent, 
respectively. In Manhattan, 33.1 percent of the total population 
is classified as professional (managers and technicans included).ll 
Manhattan Community Planning District 7 reports a higher 43.1 percent 
of the toeal populaeion as professional (managers and technicians 
included). Concomitantly, the U.s. Census of 1970 revealed that 
15.2 percent of the total employed in central cities (25.2 million) 
? ? ? ? classified as professional, including technicians.J:.1 Thus, the 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to the questionnaire were a predominantly professional 
group. 
The average household size of the respondents was 3.2 persons 
as opposed to the average household size of 3.5 percent at the last 
previous address. This reduction of household size may reflect the 
general trend toward smaller families or it may indicate children who 
have grown up and moved out of the house. Most households reported one 
to three children. More than half of the households included school-age 
children. Families with no children comprised only 18 percent of the 
respondents and some 13 percent were classified as single and unattached. 
The apartment or house 'size of the households averaged 5.0 
rooms. Contrasted with their last previous dwelling density, we note 
an average of 3.5 persons had lived in an average of 4.2 rooms. Thus, 
lIbid., p. 300/7/73. 
2U.S. Department of Census, We the runericans, Our'Cities and 




fewer persons now lived in a larger number of rooms, 
The mobility of most households was low. In the PHst ten 
years more than half of the 172 respondents who anst-lered (56.4 percent) 
had moved once, 22.7 percent moved no more than twice, and 12.2 percent 
moved no more than three times. The average household had moved 
only 1.7 times during the period. This low mobility is further 
supported by the fact that 99.4 percent of the households had lived 
in New York City prior to moving to the WSURA. However, only 21.6 
percent (one out of five persons) had previously lived" at another 
location in the WSURA despite" the fact that site tenants were 
supposedly given first priority to relocate within the project area, 
The responses to the questions concerni.ng the previous cost 
of householders' residences, where owned, were very low,and hence not 
included in Table 2. Respondents were also reluctant to divulge 
figures on previous and present rent/maintenance. Again, it might 
well be inferred that this reluctance was attributable to a fear of 
admitting that family eligibility regulations for ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
housing had been violated. 
The respondent I s average stay in the l-1SURA was approximately 
six years. Usually, when people enjoy more education and money they 
" tend to" move more frequently "in response to opportuni.ties for 
better jobs and housing. Consequently, the information implies that 
the householders in this study may have found good jobs that they 
wished to keep and were satisfied with their housing. However, the 
" six-year average, does not suggest they might not have wished to move 
"out of the WSURA in order to upgrade their social And physical cmvironment. 
41 
? ? ? ? householders' satisfaction with their housing will be explored 
further beginning on page 52. 
The political affiliations of the residents revealed that 
77.3 percent were Democrats while the remainder were divided among 
Republicans (7 percent), Independents (4.7 percent), Liberals (4.1 
percent), and nonaffiliated (over 5 percent). 
Summary 
To this point the picture of our respondents that has emerged 
is that they are about 46 years of age, 52.6 percent are black,and 
47.4 percent are white. They tend to be highly ,educated; in fact, more 
than half are professionals classifiable as middle income. Most of 
the families are nuclear in that they have a male head ? ? ? ? one to 
three childre'n. They are not a particularly mobile group and most 
have had a reduction in their family size since moving into their 
present homes. On the whole they enjoy more space than before and, 
therefore, may have improved their living situa'tio'n. The majority 
are New Yorkers (based upon previous living experience) affiliated 
with the Democratic Party. They apparently preferred to move into 
the WSURA, although their financial and educational levels suggest 
that they had access to other housing possibilities. 
In Chapter III, we will discuss the reasons given by the 
respondents for'moving into the WSURA, some specific living experiences 
after moving in, and their satisfaction (or lack of it) with the 
decision to move. 
CHAPTER III 
REASONS FOR MOVING, EXPECTATIONS, ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
EXPERIENCES, AND SATISFACTION 'WITH 
DECISION TO MOVE INTO THE WSURA 
General Decisions Regarding Moving 
For most families the decision to move is a major one, for 
it precipitates an upheaval in the family's life: new neighbors and 
friends, new schools for the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? new ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of goods .and 
services as well as a new place to live. In short a move to a new 
home means in a very real sense a starting over that may, or may not, 
prove as satisfactory as the previous location. 
The decision to move actually involves several decisions: 
the decision to leave the old house, the search for a new place, and, 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of new housing.11 In this chapter we will examine 
(1) the reasons the householders move4 out of their previous homes; 
(2) the householders' expectations regarding their decision to move to 
a new homej (3) the householders' assessments of their present living 
experiences in the WSURAj and (4) an assessment of the householders' 
satisfaction' with their decision to move into the WSURA. This process 
is expressed schematically, below: 
lpeter Rossi, Ope cit., pp. 174-176. 
DIAGRAM 2 
GENERAL l'lOVING PROCESS 
DECISION TO NOVE IN ? ? ? ? ? HOUSE 
r 
. EXPECTATION REGARDIUG THE PLACE 
TO l"iOVE IN 
--- _1_ -
EXPERIENCE OF LIVDm IN rmw PLACE 
I 







involuntarily. Among families that move ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? are those that 
have been evicted or, in some cases, those that have experienced a 
change in marital status by one of the adults in the family. A change· 
in inc.ome status, that is, a decreased income, is also included in this 
category. These families could be expected to be more transient and 
less motivated to participate in the community· than those that had 
greater choice. 
Respondents were asked to state the most important factors in 
their decision to move from their previous nome. The. results·of 
·this request are shown in Table 3. 
TABLE 3 
RESPONDENTS' INDICATIONS OF MOST ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?




Location (i.e., closer to job) 
Bad housing 
Crime and delinquency . 
Rent too high 
Old neighborhood not integrated· 
Benefits of urban Renewal 
Changes in marital status 
Home ownership 
Wanted to be closer to friends· 
Wanted a new apartment 
Change in income status 
Wanted better schools 
Other 
















_____ .... ? ? ? ? ..... 
*Respondents were asked: "What was the most important factor in 
your decision to move out of your previous place?" (Probe) 
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Table 3 reveals that the majority of the respondents moved 
voluntarily and that over 30 percent moved from their previous homes 
because of inadequate space (32.5 percent). 
Only about one out of ten of our respondents reported 
"eviction" (11.6 percent) as being the most important factor. Some 
of the traditional complaints regarding housing were rated low by 
our respondents. For example, bad housing (9.3 percent), crime and 
delinquency (6.4 percent), high cost of rent (5.8 percenth and 
wanted better schools (l.l percent) were rated far below the"desire 
" for more space. 
Rossi states that complaints about the previous dwelling are 
important because they reveal specific concerns about dwellings and 
their environments. He points out that knowledge of the things" that 
were important to the householders when they made up their minds to 
leave their old homes may serve to highlight elements of housing and 
neighborhoods which might be modified in an effort to reduce residential 
mobility.l/ Mobility, of course, has both desirable and undesirable 
aspects. Statements "from householders concerning their decision to 
move included the following: 
"I outgrew apartment - too small"."" 
"The building was a walk-up. It was a relatively inaccessible 
location from downtown and midtown."" 
"The whole neighborhood was bad. It had too many robberies." 
"I wanted security and conven.ience." 
lRossi, ?p. cit., p. 133. 
-: or. 
"I·wanted tax shelter and ownership." 
"The rent kept rising 
cell anemia." 
had to walk up ••• have sickle 
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"I desired to own a place without moving to the suburbs." . 
"I found suburbia too sterile for children." 
"The neighborhood was bj.goted·, not good for the· children's 
mental health." . 
We further explored .the factors that help· to determine the 
reasons the respondents chose to move from their previous homes. 
To gain further insight into the re.spondents reasons for 
moving, they were given a card listing eleven potential reasons and 
asked to indicate the single most important reason. The results are 
expressed in Table 4. 
TABLE 4 
RESPONDENTS' DESIGNATION OF TIlE SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT 
FACTOR IN THEIR DECISION TO HOVE FROH THE 
PREVIOUS amm* . 
Decision Factor 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? more living space 
Wanted a better neighborhood 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? a locat;on closer to job 
Wanted a generally more convenient location 
Wanted to own instead of rent 
The old neighborhood was becoming unsafe 
The old neighborhood was changing physically 
The old neighborhood was not integrated 
Wanted a location clo.ser· to friends 
The public schools were not very good 








? ? ? ?
3.8 
1.5 .. ·0.7 
. (167) --........ _--------------------_._------
*Respondents were asked: "Please tell me which factors shown 
on this card were important in your decision to move out of your previous 
place." It should be noted that the toespondents were given the chance to 
respond to one or more alternatives, therefore the number of r·espondents 
.. will not coincide with the number of answers. 
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The findings in Table 4 confirmed the previous conclusion that 
householders moved primarily because of inadequate space (42.9 percent), 
followed by poor neighborhoods (11.8 percent), location closer to job· 
(8.9 percent), and a generally more converiient location (8.1 percent). 
At this point we can note the consistency in the responses to 
both an open-ended question (Table 3) and a closed-ended question 
(l:able 4). 'this suggests that although householders m.ay not be 
totally aware of the causes behind their decision, they are definitely 
aware of their housing needs and housing preferences. 
Our findings agree with other research related to why people 
move (Rossi, Abu-Lughad, and Foley). For example, Rossi's study 
shows that dwelling space is an extremely critical factor in 
explaining why people moved. ll The other important factors discussed 
1n Rossi's study were the poor neighborhood and the high cost of 
housing. While our findings agree that a poor neighborhood is an 
important factor, they revealed that the cost of housing is not always 
an important reason behind the decision to move. This result may 
be ascribed to a number of factors, one being that 21.5 percent of 
·the respondents had previously lived in the WSURA and therefore may 
not have found any appreciable difference in the cost of housing. 
Also, since 70 percent of the respondents had lived in Manhattan 
or other New York City boroughs they may have been conditioned to the 
Ipeter Rossi, ? ? ? 140. 
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high cost of housing and therefore not perceived cost as an important 
reason for moving. 
To gain insight into the magnitude of the decision-making 
process, our survey included an accounting of not only what the 
respondents needed or wanted in regards to housing, but also what -
they expected. 
Expectations Regarding the Move to a New Home 
Once a person decides to move it becomes necessAry to decide 
on the type of -neighborhood, the location, ? ? ? ? size of the apartment, 
'and so on that best meet the individual's desires or expectations. 
These expectations mayor may not coincide directly with the reasons 
for moving. Expectations may be associated with. a network of hopes 
and dreams related. to the social,.economic, physical, and psychological 
needs of the household. Each respondent was asked to answer the 
open-ended question, "What were some of your initial expectations of 
living. in the WSURA?" A sampling of these responses follows: 
"No real expectations, I just like the area better than. 
Harlem ." 
"I expected a well-rounded, integrated, varied economic 
and social mix of neighbors." 
"I expected to live in a modern, brand-new, IB:rger apartment." 
"I expected to see the whole cOllmlunity living and working 
together. " 
"My expectations were that I'd be emotionally comfortable." 
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"My expectations were that the neighborhood would be built 
up ond improved; that. problems like drugs, rampant in other 
neighborhoods,would not be here." 
"My expectations were that within five to ten years the 
WSURA would provide better living, better areas for living, and 
convenience to everything." 
The h9useholders were given a 'list of expectations and asked 
to choose the important ones and the "single most important 
expectation in your decision to move." Their responses are displayed 
in' Table 5. 
TABLE 5 
RESPONDENTS' DESIGNATION OF SINGLE MOST 
IMPORTANT EXPECTATION IN THE DECISION 
1'0 MOVE TO THE WSURA W 
Expectation Factors Single Most Important 
Having a good sized apartment 
The relatively low cost of housing 
Convenience to work 
Having a neighborhood with safe streets 
Good neighborhood facilities 
Having neighbors with similar ideology . 
.The nice .appearance of the neighborhood 
The ql1ality of housing construction 
Convenience to shopping 
Having government subsidies 
Having neighbors of different races 
Convenience to recreational facilities 
Having a good public ? ? ? ? ? ? ? system 
Convenience to friends and relatives 
Convenience to hospital and social welfare services 
Having neighbors of similar income 


















*Respondents were told: "Now, here is a list of expectations 
people have given as important to their final decision to move to a new 
place. Please indicate for each one whether it was important or riot to 
your final decision to move into the WSURA." It should-be noted that. 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? were given the chance to respond to one or ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
therefore the nunlber of respondents will not coincide ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? number 
50 
A9 Table 5 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? more space (30.4 percent) and the 
relatively low cost of hOllsing (20.9 percent) were the most 
prevalent factors. The next highest rankings were convenience to 
work (10.1 percent), good neighborhood facilities (7.4 percent), 
and having a neighborhood with safe streets (7.4 {.IE-:rcent}. 
The desire for more space seems, based on our present data·, 
to L,'.!· L:·:)'. -.! ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? .for. mO'/ing and· an attraction of the specific 
. :... 
neighborhood moved into. The low cost of housing, however, ranked 
compar-.tively low as a reason ·for moving, but as we have just 13een 
it ranks as the second most ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? expectation. 
Almost two-thirds of the respondents believed that their 
exilectations were met (62 percen:·t). Of those who responded 
differently, 18.4 percent felt their expectations had been partly 
met and 14.1 percent felt their expectations had not been met. Since 
? ? ? ? resPQndents were asked to answer in retrospect, they presumably 
had firm opinions on what they previously possessed, what they 
expected from the WSURA, and what they ? ? ? ? possessed at the time 
of their responses. 
Another significant factor, in terms of an objective measure 
of expectations, is how the respondents learned of the type of housing 
·avai1ab1e. The' source of information determines to some extent how 
rcalisUc the householders' expectations may be. Table 6 lists the 
di.fferent sources of information and the percentage of respondents who 
relied on- ? ? ? ape.cific seux:ce of information. It has been suggested 
tbat socioeconomic characteristics may influence ? ? ? ? ? ? ? people s.eek 
information regnrding housing. For example, lowe['-status households 
.I I 
tend to find their apartments or homes through personal contacts 
and direct search, while upper-status persons use newspapers and 
real estate agents more frequently and more effectively.l! 
TABLE 6 
SOURCES OF ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ABOUT HOUSING 
IN.THE.WSURA* 
Source of Information Total Percentages. 
Through newspapers 
Through friends 
Through community organizations. 
From people in the housing field 
Through management of buildings 
Through own initiative 
From living in the area 
? ? ? ? ? ?











*The respondents were asked: "Were you aware of this policy 
or program when you moved into thi;: ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? or house and how did 
you·become aware?" 
Among. those who ? ? ? ? ? informed of the government programs, that 
is, 101 persons out of 173, the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? most important source of 
information was the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? (32.9 percent) and the next most 
1peter Rossi, p. 162. 
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important source was through friends (16.4 percent). Given the 
middle-class status of the study's sample, it's unsurprising that the 
most important source of information was the newspaper. We may 
reasonably assume that the prospective holders had ample opportunity 
to visit the study area, since most were already living. in New York 
City. 
Experience "Living in New Area" 
That the respondents viewed their lives in the WSURA in a . 
positive light is supported by the housing and neighborhood ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
and services being rated better in the WSURA than in their old 
neighborhoods. ? ? ? ? ? ? 3.2 percent of the respondents reported services, 
and facilities as being better in the previous neighborhood.) 
About· one half of all householders availed themselves of the 
opportunity to belong to a community organization. These included 
tenant organizations (37.2 percent respondent participation), 
political organization (13.5 percent participation), and PTA (9.5 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Respondent Satisfaction with House or Apartment 
Table 7 displays the respondents' reported satisfaction or 
lack· thereof with their specific house or apartment. 
As we may observe from the figures in the table, approximately 
90 percent of all respondents were either entirely satisfied or 
fairly satisfied, while 8.8 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? were fairly dissatisfied or 
entirely dissatisfied. At least one study points.out tbat the 
highet' thE'. premi.um a householder places on a particular 3spect of 
-' -
TABLE 7 
HOUSEHOLD' SATISFACTION WITH HOUSE OR 
AI? ARTMENT IN THE WSURA * 













0 • .5 
(172) 
? ? ? ? ? respondents were asked: "Taking all things into 
consideration, are you entirely satisfied, fairly satisfied, 
fairly dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied with this house or 
apartment in the WSURA?" 
living, the more likely he or she is to move when dissatisfied 
with that aspect. ll 
IJohn B. lansing, R. t-l. Morans and R. B. Zehner, The 
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Planned ? ? ? ? 'dential Environment and the Desire to Move,(Institute of 
Social Research, University of Michigan), 1970, p. 18. 
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Specific HOllsing Factors 
. 11 Table 8 assesses respondent satisfaction-with fourteen specific 
housing factors. 
TABLE 8 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? OF HOUSING FACTORS THAT RESPONDENTS 
WERE SATISFIED WITH IN THE WSURA* 
Housing Factors 
Racia;L mixing 
. Friendly neighbors 
Physical layout of the.bui1ding 
Mixing of different income groups 
Maintenance of the· building 
Number of rooms 
Fire protection 
Appearance of the building 
Size of rooms 
Skewed charges/rents 
Management of building 
Cleanliness of neighborhood 
Police protection 
Safe streets 

















* The respondents were told: "Please tell me whether you are satisfied, very satisfied, dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied with each 
of thOf;i! things in your house or apartment in the WSURA." The respondents 
answered more than one question. 
lThe category satisfaction presented in all tables using such 
a ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? combines the answers ? ? ? ? ? Satisfied and Satisfied. 
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Table 8 reveals that racial mixing was awarded the highest 
levc.10f satisfaction (91.4 percent). "Friendly neighbors" received 
the next highest rating. This suggests the householders' favorable 
attitude ·both toward integration in the WSURA and toward the 
neighborly climate of the area. 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Services or Facilities in the WSURA 
Satisfactj.on with housing is also related to the accessibility 
and quality of community services and facilities. The importance of 
these services. and facilities is based to a large extent on the 
householders' current and previous living experiences. In order to 
explore this aspect, the householders were asked to assess their 
present neighbol:hood services and facilities as compared to those 
in their previous neighborhood. 
As we can see, Table 9 shows that shopping facilities (75.0 
percent), restaurants (74.4 percent), and theaters (70.4 percent) 
are considered to be the services and facilities that are perceived 
as ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in the WSURA. 
Government Housing Programs 
A look at the respondents' assessment of government programs 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? that they are considered better in the WSURA than in other 
areas. Special housing programs to improye the area, rer.t subsidies, 
and housing policies regarding integration were also perceived as 
? ? ? ? ? ? better in the WSURA. 
TABLE 9 
HOUSEHOLDERS' ASSESS}mNTS OF SERVICES. 
AND FACIL!TIES ? ? ? ? ? ARE BETTER 
IN THE WSURA * 
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. Services and Facilities Percent Saying Better 
in WSURA 
Shopping facilities 15.0 
Restaurants 74.4 
Theaters 1.0.4 
Local parks and playgrounds 61.6 
Public transportation 61.4 
Maintenance 51.0 
Garbage collection 46.2 .- . .i... L:tl the 
Health and medical services 36.3 
Schools 32.6 
Fire protection 23.3 
Total number of respondents (113) 
*The respondents were told: "I would like to ask about the 
services and facilities that are in the WSURA as compared to other 
areas." Respondents answered more than onc question. This should 
be noted for all tables using the classification better in tha WSURA. 
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TABLE 10 
HOUSEHOLDERS' ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? OF GOVERNlmNT 
HOUSING PROGRA}ffi THAT ARE BETTER 
IN THE WSURA * 
Programs 
Special programs to improve. the area· 
Rent subsidies 
Housing policy 
Loans and mortgages 
Other 
Total number of respondents 








*The respondents were asked about their· sati.sfaction with the 
role of the local, regional, and federal government in terms of 
providing services to the WSURA. 
The above findings of the assessment of housing programs imply 
that special programs to improve the area and rent subsidies provided 
some householders with additional incentives to move into the WSURA • 
. The respondents were also asked if the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? programs and policies had 
played a role in their decision to move in. Over 44 percent said they 
had and over 43 percent said they had not.: 
Finally, in order to explore the totel aspects of satisfaction 
with WSURA living, respondents were asked: "Considering both apartment 
or house and neighborhood, would you say that, in general, you ar.e 
'-', .. 
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more satisfied now than when you first moved here, less satisfied, or 
about the same?" Slightly more householders stated that generally 
they were the same (37.8 percent) th'an were more satisfied (32.0 
percent) or less satisfied (29.7 percent). The respondents were 
asked: "Do you think you will ever move?" Over 48 percent of the 
householders indicated that they would eventually move from the 
WSURA, 38'percellt said that they would not move, and over 13 percent 
stated they did not know. It may be well to note that the open-endedness 
of the question probably had some bearing on the responses. ll 
While the data do not provide direct evidence, the householders 
who stated that they would leave many be thinking of upgrading their 
housing situation. Many of them (82 percent) know neighbors who 
have left the WSURA. Among the reasons the neighbors gave for'moving 
were jobs (72.0 percent) and home ownership (20 percent). 
Neither more space nor a better location were perceived by 
respondents in this study as overwhelmingly major reasons for their 
moving from. the WSURA. However; 15.5 percent said they simply wanted 
. to ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and 12.6 percent reported their considerations to move were 
based on increased costs of maintenance. 
In terms of choice of a future home, it is noticeable that 
29.1 percent of the householders intend to move to other parts of 
the WSURA rather than to other parts of New York City or its 
metropolitan area. However, 23.3 percent stated that they wished 
to move to the metropolitan New York area. The housing conditions 
IThe question relating to moving and the question concerning 
happiness are the only general, open-ended questions asked of our 




that these househ'Jlders" will be looking for are more room (40.0 percent) 
greater safety (18.9 percent), more trees and .grass (15.5 percent), 
and better schools (13.3 percent). This suggests that t.:he householders 
in our study will move f'.)r the snme stated reasons of ? ? ? ? ? ? .safety, 
schools, etc., that have been given by those making the. traditional 
migration from city to suburbs. 
In terms of anothe.r open-ended question, it' was found that 
62.9 percent of the respol" .. dents stated that, taking everything into 
consideration, they were happy. 
In the next chapter, we will consider the variable of age and 
some of its apparent effects on our respondents. 
CHAPTER IV 
AGE 
Age must "be considered because our findings indicate that""the 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? preferences "are in some cases classifiable in terms of 
their age. A review of Table 2 reveals that 40.2 percent of our 
study population is forty years old and under,.and 45.6 percent is 
" " forty-one "to sixty years old. 
Decision Classifiable by Age 
Table 11 illustrates" that both the younger group (forty years of 
age and under and the middle-aged group forty-one to sixty years of 
age) chose "wanted more space" as the single most important reason for 
moving. The younger group, however, chose "wanted more space" a good deal 
more often--55.0 percent compared to 38.6 percent--than the middle-aged 
group. Looking at the older ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? (sixty-one years of age and over), we 
see that this group's single most important factor for mov:f.ng was "wanted 
a better neighborhood" (23.0 percent). Not surprisingly "wanted more 
living"space" (15.5 percent) was not a critical priority with this group 
since the size of family groups is diminished ? ? ? ? the elderly. It also 
appears thpt the quality of neighborhood life looms somewhat larger 
for these ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? who may be less mobile than the younger households. 
This view :1.·" further supported by other factors that influenced this 
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decision to move. Among these factors are ? ? ? ? ? ? neighborhood was 
unsafe" (15.5 percent), "wanting a generally more convenient location" 
(15.4 percent), and "wanting a location closer to job" (also 15.4 
. percent). We may infer from their responses that many members of thi:; 
over-60 age group could be classified as active and employed; there-
fore a ? ? ? ? ? and convenient neighborhood would benefit this older 
group both physically and psychologically. 
"Wanted' a better neighborhood" was the second-highest-ranking 
factor among the middle-aged group. The younger group reported 
"wanted to rent instead of own" (10.0 percent) as its second .most· 
decisive factor. Consequently, the younger group may' perhaps be 
thought of as the group most interested in establishing permanent 
roots in the neighborhood and in coping with ever-rising apartment 
rents. 
At this point, then, we have seen that the primary concern of 
the younger and.middle-aged groups is the desire for·more space, while 
the older group is most concerned with obtaining a better neighborhood. 
Among the younger group, additional space combined with the del'lire to 
own instead of rent housing yields a total of 65.0 percent of the 
total response from this group. The middle-aged group's second most 
important factor is the desire for a better neighborhood, but the first 
and second factors combined yield only 54.5 percent of the total response 
from this ? ? ? ? ? ? ? The total response from the over-sixty group, on the 
other hand, is much more evenly balanced than the other two. groups. 
The. most important factor, a better ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? received only 23.0 
percent of the response, while four factors were tied at .15.4 percent 
TABLE 11 
DESIGNATION BY AGE GROUPS OF THE SINGLE MOST 
IMPORTANT FACTOR IN THE DECISION TO 
MOVE INTO THE WSURA 




•• ! ',. 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Factor·:' ... _ .... _ ... __ ....... - -_ .• --'''- ._.- .. _. . .. ·TJnder.. . 4L.to 60 .. Over 60 ._-------._--... _._----_._---------.--. . .:. 
Wanted a better neighborhood 6.6 15.8 23.0 
Location closer to job 5.0 8.8 15.4 
Location closer to friends 1.7 1.7 0.0 
Generally more convenient 
location 8.3 5.3 15.4 
Want to own instead of rent 10.0 5.3 7.7 
Old neighborhood was changing 0.0 8.8 0.0 
Old neighborhood was unsafe 5.0 7.0 ? ? ? ? ? ?
. Old· neighborhood was not 
integrated 1.7 7.0 0.0 
Previous housing too expensive 5.0 1.7 7.7 
Public schools not good 1.7 0.0 0.0 
Want more living space 55.0 38.6 . -:.:::15.4 
Number of respondents (68) • . (77) (21) 
*. 
Respondents were asked: "Please. tell me which factors shown 
on this card were important in your decision to move out of your previous 
place." It should be noted that the respondents were given the chance to 
respond to one or more alternatives, therefore the number of respondents 
will not c\ incide with the number·of answers. 
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each for the second most important factor t and the ·remaining two 
factors from this group were even at 7.7 percent. 
Viewed from the angle sketched above, what inferences may we 
make? First, it seems reasonable to conclude that perhaps the 
younger group's preoccupation with living space and the group's 
tendency to purchase housing (10 percent of the total) reflects a 
perception of the neighborhood as. a stable and secure place to live 
compared with the old neighborhood. Second, the middle-aged group, 
while still strongly concerned with more living space, also expresses 
·a definite desire for a better neighborhood. Third, the older group 
. is the most concerned of. the three groups with a better neighborhood 
and reinforces this concern by desiring ·to live in a neighborhood 
closer to job and more convenient generally. 
As we shall see, each group's responses are in a sense a factor 
6f its self-image, that is, the members' perceived ability to cope 
with the conditions of their lives. 
Expectations 
Now that we have reported some of the reasons the respondents 
. gave for deciding to leave their previous homes and move into the 
WSURA, we turn to the expectations they had regarding their new homes. 
We asked the respondents to designate their single most important 
1"2.. 
expectation. Table shows the respondents' designation of what they 
expected from their residence in the WSURA. 
TABLE 12 
RESPONDENTS' DESIGNATION OF SINGLE 
MOST IMPORTANT EXPECTATION FACTOR 
REGARDING MOVING BY AGE* 
Age Group, 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? !<'act:ors 40 and Under 41 to 60 
Low cost 29.1 15.6 
Convel1ient to work 4.8 10.9 
Good public schools 1.6 1.6 
Safe streets 6.4 6.3 
Large apartment 39.7 
Nice appearance of neighborhood 1.6 4.7 .. , 
Good neighborhood facilities 4.8 9 ... 3 
Convenient to friends, relatives 0.0 1.6 
Convenient to shopping 1.6 3.1 
Convenient to recreation 0.0 3.1 
Quality of housing construction \ 4.8 3.1 
Integrated neighbors 3.3 1.6 
Neighbors with similar ideology 4.8 6.3 
Neighbors with similar incom'e 0.0 0.0 
Convenient to hospital, welfare 
services 1.6 0.0 
Government housing sUbsidies 1.6 3.1 



















Respondents were told: "Now, here is a list of expectations 
people have given as important to their final decision to 'move to a new 
place. Please indicate for each one wl:lether it was important or not to 
your final decision to move into' the l-lSURA." It should be noted that 
respondents were given the chance to respond to one or more alternatives, 




An examination of this table reveals the following: 
(1) In all age groups a large-sized apartment was the single 
most important expectation. 
(2) In all age groups low-cost housing was .the second most 
frequent expectation. However, the younger age group reported this 
factor more frequently (29.1 percent) than the other two groups. This 
concern' ? ? ? ? tIl ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? kUJsing cos t (In the· .. part of the younger group . ' .. 
reflects its relatively low average income of $15,000. Attention to 
housing costs is also tied. to 72.1. percent of the younger group 
reporting children in the household under 16 years of age. We may 
infer from their responses that many memb'e}:'s of this over-60 age group 
could be classified as active and employed; therefore a safe ·and 
convenient neighborhood would benefit this older group both physically 
and psychologically. 
The younger group reported "wanted to rent instead of own" 
(10.0 percent) as its second most decisive factor. Consequently, the 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? group may perhaps be thought of as the group most interested 
in establishing permanent roots in the neighborhood and in coping with 
ever-rising apartment rents. They are obviously burdened also with 
the costs of child care, clothing, food, education, ,and the other 
costs connected with rearing children. Hence, relatively little money 
remains to pay for housing. 
(3) The over-sixty group rated two other expectations on an 
equal level with ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? housing: convenience to work (16.7 percent) 
and "safe streets" (16.7 percent). Both of these factors were rated 
less important by the younger and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? groups. 
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As we can see from the data in Table 12, once the decision to move 
had been made the older group expressed a considerably wider percentage 
spread in indicating its most important expectation than did the 
other two groups. Also, the older group is easily. the most unified 
group in terms of the items to which it gave no rating whatsoever. 
We may therefore consider at this point that the older group ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
views itself as being very certain 'of which neighborhood factors are 
most important. 
Specific Services and Facilities in the WSURA 
Table 13 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? a basis for assessing our three age groups' 
satisfaction, or lack thereof, with specific public services and 
private facilities such as·restaurants and retail stores. The 
respondents were asked to indicate those services and facilities 
that they felt were superior to those in their last ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
neighborhood. 
As Table 13 reveals, the younger group piaced: greater stress 
upon "local parks and playgrounds" than any other service or facility 
listed. They gave their' next highest rating to "shopping facilities," 
while the middle-aged group rated +estaurants the highest (83.1 percent) 
and the·older group awarded'its highest rating to theaters (76.2 
percent) • 
We note that all of our age groups gave a relati.vely low 
evaluation to public services such as schools (43.5 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 29.9 percent, 
and 9.S percent, respectively), fire protection (26.1 percent, ? ? ? ? ?
percent, and 19.0 percent,.respectively), and health and medical 
TABLE 13 
SATISFACTION WITH SERVICES AND 




41 to 60 ·Over 60 
Schools 43.5 
Shopping facilities 75.4 
Fire pro tec tion 26.1 
Maintenance .60.9 
Garbage collec tion 51. 5 
Public transportation 61.8 
Locak parks and playgrounds 76.8 
Health and medical services 43.5 
Restaurants 73.9 
Recreational programs for children 62.3 
Theaters 72.1 
Number of respondents (70) 
*The respondents were told: "I would like 
services and facilitieR rhat ar.e in the·WSURA as 













to ask about the 













**The 9.5 percent figure is best attributed to the fact that the 





services (43.5 percent, 33.8 percent, and ? ? ? ? ? percent, respectively). 
However, as we see, the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? group gave a markedly higher 
superiority raring to schools and health services. This group's 
members had most of the school-age children •. Perhaps, therefore, 
their greater familiarity with the schools and health services 
accounts for the high ratings. 
It ilJ int.c!"ccf:> ? ? ? ? ? co uute dlat all of· our···g:coups reported . . .......... .. '. 
schools, ? ? ? ? ? protection, and health services a$ be1.ng better in 
the previous neighborhood than in the WSURA. The younger ? ? ? ? middle-
? ? ? ? ? groups, on the other hand, reported recreational programs for 
children, local parks and playgrounds, public ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? as being superior in the WSURA as ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to the 
previous neighborhood. 
Additionally, the data discloses that in most cases ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
group was most enthusiastic about the WSURA, while the older group 
expressed itself as being least satisfied. As we shall see, this 
pattern is repeated with variations throughout our study. 
Government ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Programs 
Table 14 lists four general categories relating to government 
housing policies. The respondents were asked to indicate whether 
these programs were better in the WSURA than in the previous 
neighborhood. Table 14 reveals that all age groups perceived the 
listed services and programs as being better in the WSURA--with one 
exception: loans and mortages. However, among the younger group 
almost half felt that the WSURA was superior in this Tespect. This 
, 
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may be due to the younger group's members being preferred by loan 
and mortage institutions,and by their interest in home ownership. 
TABLE 14 




Services and Programs 40 and Under 
Rent subsidies 76.5 
Loans and mDrtgages 47.8 
Housing policies regarding 
integration 67.0 
Special programs to improve 
the area 83.8 
Number of Respondents (70) 
Group 






* The respondents were asked about their satisfaction with the role of the local, regional, and federal government in terms of 
providing services to the WSURA. 
As we can see from the responses in Table 14 , all of our age groups 
agreed, that is, the four categories in the table were reported as 
superior,with an identical exception, by all ? ? ? ? ? ? groups. However, 
further scrutiny discloses that special programs were rated as superior 
by 83.8 percellc of the younger group as opposed to 52.4 percent of the 
•.. , ., 
; .. . 
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older group. The middle group occupies a position.--67.l percent--
approximately halfway in the point spread between the other two 
groups. Indeed, of.tbe three categories reported as superior the 
greatest level.of sRtisfaction is reported by the younger group, 
followed by the middle group, and then the older group. This 
pattern holds true in loans and mortages, the only category to 
receive a nega·tive rating in Table lIi ... . 
What, then, may we conclude about the findings. in Table 141 
First, it seems reasonable to state that the Y9unger group benefitted 
most from government housing programs and, second, that all three 
groups agreed .most closely on the success of housing policies 
regarding integratie)11.. The 19.0. rating by ·the older group in the 
loans and mortages category may reflect both a ·lack of interest in 
hODle ownership and the difficulty experienced by this age group in 
obtaining loans and mortages. 
Respondent Satisfaction with House or Apartment 
Table 15 reveals the level of satisfaction among our three 
groups in regard to the householder's specific house or apartment. 
As we can see from Table 15 all of our groups are, by and 
large, satisfied with their specific house or apartment. The older 
group is most satisfied (95.0 percent). Since 12.6 percent of our 
study ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? is over 60 years of age and over 66 percent of this 
group earn less than $5,000 ·per year, .this suggests that the overall 
satisfaction of this group may be based upon the reasonable ? ? ? ? ? of 
housing. as well as their concern for safety and other housing factors. 
"TABLE 15 
HOUSEHOLDERS' SATISFACTION tUTH SPECIFIC 




Level of Satisfaction 40 and Under 41 to 60 
Entirely Satisfied 27.5 30.8 
Fairly Satisfied 65.2 56.4 
Fairly Dissatisfied 4.3 5.1 
Entirely Dissatisfied 1.4" 7.7 
Don't Know 1."4 0.0 
Total Number of Respondents (69) (78) 
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*The respondents ? ? ? ? ? "asked: "Taking all things i.nto consideration, 
are you entirely satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly d"Lssatisfied., or 
very dissatisfied with this house or apartment in the t\'SURA?" 
Specific Heusing Factors 
? ? ? ? ? ? 16 reveals that the housing in the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? l"ms ove"n.,helmillgly 
rated supe-ior to the previous location by all age groups. However, 
the younger group rated physical layout of the building :IS being most 
superior to the previous location (95.7 percent). The older group 
reported friendly neighbors (95.3 percent) as thp. housing "factor that 
TABLE 16 
HOUSING FACTORS IN THE ? ? ? ? ? ? ? THAT RESPONDENTS 
CONSIDEHED SUPERIOR TO PREVIOUS LOCATION 
BY AGE* 
Age Group 
Housing ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? . 40 and Under 41 to 60 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of building 95.7 
Appearance of building 91.3 
Maintenance of building 88.4 
Size of rooms 72.5 
Number of rooms ·75.4 
Friendly neighbors 91.3 
·Skewed ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 69.1 
Racial mixing 91. 3 
Mixing of different income 
groups 78.2 
Cleanliness of neighborhood 47.1 
Safety of streets 42.0 
Fire protection 78.0 
Police protection 52.0 
Management of building 69.6 

































+. The respondents were told: "Please tell me whether you are 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 'very satisfied, dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied with 
each of those things in your.house or apartment in the WSURA." The 
respondents ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? morc than one question. 
· ? ? .... / 
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its members me' ' :>ften perceived as being' better in the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
The ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ,: ? ? ? ? ? ? ? chose mixing of different income groups 
(94.7 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? as the housing factor that they reported most often 
as being better in the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
It can be inferred that each of the age groups reported their 
satisfaction with a particular housing factor based on a -specific 
need of that group. For example, the younger respondents perc.sdve 
the physical layout of the-building as relating to their_own esteem 
and prestige, their inclination toward ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? while the 
older age group values companionship and the knowledge that people 
care. The middle-aged group's highest-rated category may be a 
reflection of this group's urban-liberal bias. 
Evaluation of WSURA Experience 
The respondents were asked whether they were more satisfied 
now than when they first moved into the WSURA. Table 17 indicates 
their responses. Although the differences 
among age groups, ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? their satisfaction now and when they 
moved into the WSURA, are not significant, the younger group., more 
so than the other groups, reported that they were more satisfied 
since moving-into the area (36.8 percent). The middle-aged group 
(37.7 percent) and the older age group (38.1 percent) ? ? ? ? ? reported 
most ? ? ? ? ? ? that their satisfaction had not changed since moving into 
the WSURA. 
TABLE 17 
.HOUSEHOLDERS' SATISFACTION WITH APARTNENT 
OR nOUSE AND NEIGHBORHOOD SINCE MOVING 
INTO THE WSURA BY AGE* 
Age Group 
Level of Satisfaction 40 and Under 41 to 60 
Hore . ·36.8 28.6 
Same 35.3 37.7 
Less 27.9 33.8 
Total Number of Respondents (68) (77) 
74 





*Respondents were asked: "Considering both ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
and neighbor.hood, would you say that in general you are more 
satisfied now than when you first moved here, less satisfied. or 
.. about the same?" 
To further assess the respondents' attitudes and to determine 
whether the respondents planned to move or remain in the WSURA, they 
were asked, "Do you think you will move?" Table 18 illustrates their 
responses. 
In terms of mobility as a factor of age, Table 18 reveals that 
the younger group is the most mobile of our three groups. Interestingly, 
the older group is at once both the least mobile of our three groups, 
with fully 60.0 percent of I.:,C group planning definitely not to move, 
and the most decisive: onl:.' ·:0.0 percent of the members of this group 
TABLE 18 
RRsrONDENTS' DECISION TO STAY 
OR"TO MOVE OUT OF THE WSURA 
BY AGE* 
Age Group 
Decj"sion Factor 40 and Under 41 to 60 
Definitely will move 36.2 19.2 
Probably will move 24.6 21.8 
Probably will not move 10.1 17.0 " 
Definitely will not move 29.0 41.0 
Total Number of Respondents (69) (78) 
75 






*The respondents were asked if they thought they would ever mOV2 
from the WSURA. 
indicated that they probably would move, while none indicated that 
they probably would not move. The decisiveness of this group's 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? reflected in the 60.0 percent figure, may perhaps be 
attributable to their greater experience and to the limited, fixed 
incomes on which many older citizens of our society must somehow 
survive. 
In a sense counterbalancing the older group's 60.0 percent 
figure is the 60.8 percent of the younger group whose members either 
definitely or probably will move from the WSURA. Behind this figure 
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may well lie many of the inclinations and choices often associated 
with the young such as the drive toward upward mobility and the 
option of packing up and leaving that is one of the benefits of an 
expanding income. 
Reposing between the above two groups, and perhaps hedging 
its C".pti.ons ... l:y hnv1 .. ng ttle.· ? ? ? ? ? ? ? t;:'\1'i!nly distributed responses, is the 
middle-aged group. 
From the. data in Table 18, we may infer that each of the three 
. 
group's responses is attributable to a 'combination'of self-image and 
range of choice with a narrowing of that range as age increases. 
The most general of all the questions we asked related to 
overall happiness. The responses in Table 19 are useful in gauging 
our respondents' replies to more specific questions. 
As we can see, Table ? ? ? , reveals that the younger and middle-aged 
groups both are apparently happy; however, the younger group was 
seemingly happier than the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? group (73.2 percent and 50.5 
percent, respectively). The older group, however, was almost two-thirds 
"not too happy"--61.9 percent, the highest percentage, by over 10 percent, 
in the table, the next highest percentage being the 49.3 percent reported 
by the younger group in the "pretty happy" category. At this point, 
it may be reasonable to infer tha·t the younger group's reported 
happiness ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? very happy and pretty happy) of 73.2 percent is 
attributable to this group's perceptions of having successfully 
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wrested from the WSURA and the world without ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? things its members 
regard as being of overriding importance. The ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of the 
middle-aged and older groups, tempered by experieace. may be viewed 
in a similar light. 
TA.BL"E 19 
RESPONDENTS' ASSESSMENT OF THEIR OVERALL HAPPINESS 
BY AGE* 
Age ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Assessments 40 . and Under 41 to 60 
Very happy 23.9 18.4 
Pretty happy 49.3 42.1 
Not too happy 26.9 39.5 
Total Number of Respondents (67) (76) 





* The respo.ndents were asked, "Taking all things into conE?ideration, how would you say things are these days: very happy, pretty happy, 
or not too happy?" 
In summary, then, the younger age group would seem to be the 
group that on the whole perceives itself as gaining the most from the 
WSURA project. This group had most of the schcol-age children, was 
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inclined ? ? ? ? ? ? ? upward mobility, and was most concerned in compari-
son with the other three groups with the lOti cost of housing. 
While expressing enthusiasm for many aspects of the area, the younger 
group nevertheless paid at least lip service to its upward-mobility 
inclinations by indicating t,hat it was the most likely of the three 
groups to move from the area. 
The middle-aged group seems to be the ,most diverse of the 
three groups 'in ternls of its values and' preferences .In almost 
every category" the middle-aged group fell somewhere between the 
younger group and the older group. This group would seem to,reflect 
an overt liberal bias in its responses. 
The older group identified itself as least inclined to move 
from the WSURA. Many members of this group existed on fixed 
incomes. This group also was most overtly concerned with a better 
neighborhood, a location closer to job, and general convenience. 
This group did give attention to more space at a low'cost. But 
I 
it also was very concerned with friendly neighbors, more so than 
the other two age groups. Overall, this group seemed the most 
contented with the area. 
Now that we have discussed the variable of age, we shall 
consider the variable of income in the following chapter. 
CHAPTER V 
INCOlolE 
Total family income in our survey was based on the total income 
month period. The average income of the respondents stood at well 
over $18)000 per year. This indicates that these were midd1e- and 
upperm:J.dd1e-income. families that enjoyed a fairly wide range of 
choice in their selection of a home.* 
Why, then, did these families choose ·to move to the WSURA. 
For ideological reasons such as a racially integrated neighborhood 
or a liberal po1itj.ca1 and social. environment? 
Let us turn to the respondents' answers and attempt to under-
stand thelr significance in the light of our findings thus far. 
*At Lhis point it must be noted that terms such as "middle income" 
and "upper middle income" when used by official sources, are subject.to 
a variety of formulas, qualifications, and exceptions that render them 
virtually \\Iorthless in any coherent discussion. 
For example, an official of the Housing Development Administration 
of ? ? ? ? ? York City, tolhich operates under both state and federal guidelines, 
refused to say what the nlinimum and maximum income limits were for. 
middle-income people. When pressed, he said that for certain middle-
income houaing the following formula is employed: the annual rent 
. (including 'Itilities) Dlultiplied by six equals the maximum annual 
allowable i.ncome for. a family of three. But, he cautioned, this was no t 
to be taken as a firm rule, because there "were exceptions" and varying 
rules were applicable to different-sized families. The reader who wishes 
to pursue the matter further may consult Appendix A of this study. 
For purposes of our discussion, we consider the three income 
groups def:ined in Chapter V as the most effective. 
i..:'.' 
so 
The Decision to Move 
Table 20 reveals the respondents' single most important reason 
for moving in terms of three income levels. 
TABLE 20 
RESPONDENTS' DESIGNATION OF SINGLE MOST ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
FACTOR IN DECISION TO MOVE INTO THE WSURA, 
BY INCOME" 
Decision factors 
Wanted a better neighborhood 
Wanted a location closer to job 
Wanted a location closer to friends 
Wanted generally more convenient 
location 
Wanted to own instead of rent 
The old neighborhood was changing 
physically 
The old neighborhood was becoming unsafe 
The old neighborhood was not integrated 
It was ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? too expensive to live 
there 
The public schools are not very good 
Wanted more living space 

















20,000 and over 
12.3 5.7 
6.1 S .. 6 
1.6 0.0 
3.1 11.3 








*Respondents were asked: "Please tell me which factors shown on 
this card were important in your decision to move out of your previous 
place." It should be noted that the respondents were given the chance 
to respond to one or more alternatives, therefore the number of' 
respondents will not coincide with the number of answers. 
',' , 
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Table 20 indicates that the different· income "levels do .show an 
occasional different reason for moving. For example, as we can see, 
all income groups chose the desire for more space as the single most 
important factor in their decision to move (51.4 percent for $21,000 
and over; 47.7 percent for $11,000 to $20,000; and 20.0 percent for 
under $11,000). Interestingly, the lower income group (under $11,000) 
also equally rated "wanted a better neighborhood".as the single most 
important reason for moving.' The.findings'related to the desire for 
more space are similar to those discussed ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and 
therefore suggest very strongly that our' respondents overwhelmingly 
viewed additional space as a consuming ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? matter from what 
perspective their goals might be analyzed. 
A further review of Table ZO does reveal some intriguing 
differences. More low-income respondents (under $11,000) than middle-
income ($11,000 to $20,000) and higher-income ($21,000 and over) 
respondents chose "wanted'a better neighborhood" as an important reason 
for moving (20.0 percent, 12.3 percent, and 5.7 percent, respectively). 
MOre low-income respondents than those in the two other income groups 
chose "wanted a location closer to job" (low income, 15.0 percent; 
high income, 8.6 percent; and middle income, 6.1 percent). 
The higher income groups more often than the two other groups 
rated "wanted a generally more convenient location" as a reason for 
moving onto the WSURA (high income, 11.3 percent; low income, 10.0 
. percent; and middle income, 3.1 percent). 
The only factor that the Idddle-income group rated higher than 
both the other income gr.oups was "the old neighborhood was becoming 
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unsafe" (middle income 9.2 ,percent; low income 5.0 percent; and high 
income, 2.9 percent). 
The low-income group also emphasized economic factors more often 
than did the two other groups, namely, in "wanted a location closer 
to job" and "wanted to own instead of rent.". The higher income group, 
though not as adamant as the lower-income group, did emphasize "wanted 
to own instead of rent" m,ore of.ten',than the middle-income ? ? ? ? ? ? ? The 
middle-income group seemed more concerned with the condition and 
safety'of the neighborhood. 
We might draw the following preliminary ,conclusions. The lower-
income group, through qualifying for various subsidy programs, took 
the opportunity to upgrade its overall living environment. Not only 
was an improvement realized in terms of shelter, but also in the 
convenience of location and the quality of neighborhood life. This 
group might also be characterized as one'that neither expected nor 
received benefits from certain facets of neighborhood life such as 
schools. 
The higher-income group might be said, in its move into the WSURA, 
, . 
to have reconciled its alternatives. This group, with presumably the 
I most disposable income of the three groups, is likely to have enjoyed 
the widest range of choice about where to move. Consequently, a 
concern with space, convenience, and ownership point to a deliberate 
effort to obtain the most for the money; and therefore to have the 
largest possible discretionary income, under certain minimum standards, 
which the WSURA obviously met. 
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On the other hand, the middle-income group may not perceive of 
itself as receiving the housing benefits that the lower-income 
group did. Nor was it sufficieQtly affluent to consider the more 
expensive alternatives presumably within reach of the higher-income 
group. In a sense more constrained than either of the other two 
groupss yet upwardly mobile, the middle-income group viewed the 
WSURA as an opportunity both to gratify its urge toward increased 
social status and to fight the pestilence of inflation. 
Expectations 
Table -21 shows tha t the respondents in the low-income gr.oup 
rated "the relatively low-cost of housing" (38.1 percent) highest, 
while both the middle income and high-income group chose "having.a 
good-sized apartment ($11,000 to $20,000, 26.4 percent; $21.,000 and over, 
38.2 percent) as the highest priority. 
The low-income group chose "having a good-sized apartment" as 
its second most important expectation factor, while the other income 
groups selected the relatively low cost of housing. We might 
reasonably conclude that all income groups saw having a good-sized 
apartment at a reasonable cost as an important expectation. 
Another finding in Table 21 is that the low-income group makes 
no reference to nine of the sixteen expectation factors, including 
good publi' school systems, nice ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of neighborhood, 
convenience of shopping s convenience. to recreational facilities s the 
quality of housing construction, having neighbors of same income·s 
and convenience to hospitals and other social welfare services. 
TABLE 21 
RESPONDENTS' DESIGNATION OF SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT 
FACTOR IN EXPECTATIONS IN MOVING INTO WSUP.A, 
. BY INCOME* 
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Income 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?Expectation Factors Under 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
The relatively low-cost housing 38.1 
Convenience to work 19.0 
Good public school system 0.0 
Having neighborhood with safe streets 4.8 
Having a good sized apartment 23.7 
The nice appearance of the neighborhood 0.0 
Good neighborhood facilities 4.8 
Convenience to friends and relatives 4.8 
Convenience to shopping 0.0 
Convenience to recreational facilities 0.0 
The quality of housing construction 0.0 
Having neighbors of a different race 0.0 
Having neighbors of same ideology 0.0 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? neighbors of same income 0.0 
Convenience to hospitals and social 
welfare services 0.0 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? government subsidies 
for housing 4.8 





































. (61 ) 
. *Respondents were asked, "Now here is a list of-expectations people 
have given as important to their final decision to move to a new place. 
Please tell me for each one whether it was important or not to .your final 
decision to move into the WSURA." It should be noted that respondents 
to/ere given the chance to respond to one or more alternatives, . therefore 
the number of respondents will not coincide with the number of answers. 
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The high-income group made no reference to two factors: 
"convenienec to friends and relatives" and "convenience to recreational 
facilities." This group'<3 expectation was focused on space, low-cost. 
housing, and conven:f.ence to work in that order. 
The mi.ddle-income group referred to all factors, but primarily 
it expected more space, low-cost housing, and a neighborhood with 
safe streets. 
In summary: 
(1) The lower-income respondents primarily expected relatively 
low-cost housing when they moved into the WSURA. 
(2) All economic groups expected a good-sized, economically 
priced apartment, hut the d:i.ffering priorities as to space and cost 
may have been based on the financial resources of the respondents. 
(3) The Im·1Cr-income group is conspicious by its lack of 
attention to many expectation factors in Table· 21 • This group may 
have been influenced in its perceptions by previous disappointing 
exper:f.ences tJi thin the city in regard to good public schools, nice 
appearance of the neighborhood, convenience to shopping, and so forth. 
Thus, the lov7p.r-income group's heavY emphasis on cos t and 
apartment size is a· result of the deprived circumstances with which 
its ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? are fOl:ced to cope. The unity of its members, once the 
decision to !Dove "/as made, reinforces the gravity of this group's 
predicamen t,. 
The rt':sPQnses of the middle-income and upper-income groups are 
. consistent with each ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? concerns. That is, the middle-
? ? ? ? ? ? ? gro\..p is upl07ardly mobile materially ambitious, and under an 
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economic strain. Its members are the most varied in their expectations. 
The upper-income group, neither as unified in its expectations as the 
lower-income group nor as varied as the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? group, firmly 
states its expectations. Presumably, it knows what it's getting into. 
Government Housing Programs 
. One! of the eta.ted goals .. of. .. r:he lo1SURA .program was to provide 
reasonably priced housing for both low-income and middle-income 
people. Over 78 percent of the respondents stated they knew of the 
government's goal. However, they were about evenly divided as to 
whether this knowledge had influenced tQeir decision to move into 
the l-1SURA (44.4 percent said it did playa role in their decision to 
move into the area and 43.6 percent said it did not influence their 
decision to·move ? ? ? ? ?
In order to secure a picture of the respondents' feelings about 
their experience in the WSURA, they were asked to note the government 
housing programs that are better in the WSURA compared- .t;e.--tl:le- same 
- ? ? .... .., .... "'"'no 
servicc!s in tbeir previous neighborhoods. Table 2..r l... reveals their 
responses. 
The data in Table 1.1.· show that the higher-income group chose rent 
subsidies (84.1 percent) as ·the government service 'that is better in 
. the lo1SURA than in the previous neighborhood. Both the lower-income 
group and the middle-income group rated special government programs 
to improve the area highest (78.6 percent and 61'.9 percent, respectively). 
However, the lower- and middle-income group's rated loans and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
as inferior to the previous neighborhood. 
TABLE 22 
RESPONDENTS' ASSESSMENT OF SERVICES 
AND PROGRAHS THAT ARE BETTER IN THE 
WSURA AS COMPARED TO OTHER AREAS, 
BY INCOME* 
Services and Programs 
Rent subsidies 
Loan mortgages 
Housing policy regarding integration 
Special government programs to 
improve area 










.... . ... . . 
$11,000- $21,000 





(83) (63) . 
*The respondents were asked about their satisfaction with the 
role of the local, regional: and federal government.in terms of· 
providing services to ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Respondents answered· more than one 
question. 
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Thus, based on the data in Table" 22, we miSh.t: note that the 
higher-income group seems quite satisfied with the housin8 
programs, particularly the subsidy programs, available to i:: The 
low ratings given to loans and mortgages by the low-income ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
middle-income groups are understandable in terms of this category 
being the only category directly based on income. 
Specific Services and Facilities· in the WSURA 
We also wanted to learn about other community services and 
facilities and how the respondents viewed them. Tablc23 gives us 
the· respondents' assessment of services and facilities that are better 
in the WSURA than those offered in their p.revious location. 
Table 23 shows that the low-income ? ? ? ? ? ? ? rated shopping (85.7 
percent) highest. in terms of WSURA superiority. The middle-income 
group rated shopping and restaurants highest (72.0 percent), while 
the higher-income group chose restaurants (86.4 percent) as being better 
in the WSURA. 
Table ? ? ? shows that some of the most striking differences among 
our income groups lie in the respondents' assessment of schools, 
maintenance, and garbage ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Only a small percentage of the 
lower-income group respondents rated schools as being better in the 
WSURA (17.9 percent). However, this particula·r income group gave a 
very high 'crcentage of approval (higher than the two other income 
groups) to. both maintenance (71.4 percent) and: garbage collection 60.7 
percent. 
i:' ! i 
TABLE 23 
RESPONDENTS' ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? OF SERVICES 
AND FACILITIES THAT ARE BETTER IN THE 




Services and Facilities $11,000 
Schools 17.9 
Shopp.ing 85.7 
. Fire protection 39.3 
Maintenance 71.4 
Garbage ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 60.7 
Public transportation 50.0 
Local parks and playgrounds 53.6 
Health and medical services 39.3 
Restaurants 67.9 
Recreation programs for children, 
i.e., settlement houses 39.3 
Theaters -71.4 
Total number of respondents (27 ) 
89 
$11,000-· $·21,00Q 
20,000 and over 











C83 ) C83 ) 
* The respondents were told, "I would like to ask about services and facilities that are in the WSURA as compared to other areas." 
90 
In terms of similarities among our income groups, l-le Sf.!e that 
the middle-income group and the higher-income group were d.oser to 
one another in the perc'!ntage of approval they awarried t=:imilar 
services and facilities. 
On the other hand, the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? where the lower- c.Lnd highar-
income groups are closest in their ratings are theaters and shopping. 
All income groups rate local parks and playgrounds and public 
transportation as better in the WSURA. 
It is fair to say that the three income sroups rate services 
and facilities in the WSURA consistently with each group's 
perceptions of what constitutes a "better"·neighborhood. The middle-
and upper-income groups seem to identify more closely with (,!Clch 
other than either does with the low-income.group. In support of this 
statement we note that both rate fire protecti.on the lowest, l07hile 
the low-income group awards that dubious distinction to schools. 
Respondent Satisfaction with House or ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Table"24 reveals the respondents' satisfaction, or lack thereo:f., 
with their specific house or apartment. In terms of heing entirely 
satisfied, we suggest that the low-income group's rating of 22.2 
percent, compared to its fairly satisfied rating of 63.0 pp.rcent, j.s 
a reflection of the difficulty this group's members nt.lY ·experience in 
coping wit" the conditions of their lives, illcluding bureaucratic red 
tape. 
On. the ? ? ? ? ? ? hand, the higher-income group's entirely satisfied 
. rating of 35.6 percent ll.1ay well be a reflecti.on· of : .i. ? ? group's ahili ty 
to manipulate the available benefits. 
TABLE 24 
HOUSEHOLDERS' SATISFACTION l'7ITH DECISION 
TO MOVE INTO THE WSURA, BY INCOME* 
Under 
I,evel of Satisfaction $1] ,000 
Entirely satisfied 22.2 
Fairly satisfied 63.0 
Fairly dissatisfied 7.4 
Very dissatisfied 7.4 
Don't know 0.0 










* . The respondents were asked: "Taking all things into 
consideration, are you entirely satisfied, fairly satisfied, 
fairly dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied with this house or 










The middle-income group's extremely high overall approval 
rating can be viewed as ? ? ? ? house or apartment in ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? being 
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the "answer" to t1tis group's carefully husbanded social and financial . 
resources. 
Seecific Housing Factors 
Table 25 measures the respondents' reactions to fourteen 
different housing factors,indicating that the income groups are 
compatible in terms of their· appraisal of housing in the WSURA. 
Within the separate income ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? see that our lower-income 
respondents rate friendly neighbors highest (96.5 percent), while our 
. middle-income respondents reported their highest level of satisfaction 
in the "rac;l.al mixing" category (90.3 percent). The higher-income group 
gave almost. equal ratings to three factors: the physical layout of 
the building (93.7 percent).,· .racial mixing (93.4 percent), and friendly 
neighbors (93.3 percent). 
Only modest differences are reflected among our income ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in 
two categories that received low ratings: police protection and 
safety of street·s. 
In assessing the data in Table ?5, it is interesting to note 
that the high income group is overall the most satisfied of the three 
groups, followed by the low-income group, and lastly the middle-income 
group. ? ? ? ? ? suggests strongly that the high income group's high rate 
of approval is linked directly to its sense of having attained a 
comparatively better neighborhood. The middle-income group's concern 
with police protection, safety of streets, and the. cleanliness of the 
__ J 
TABLE 25 
HOUSING FACTORS WITH loffiICH RESPONDENTS 
,WERE SATISFIED IN tolSURA, 
BY INCOHE* 
Housing Factors 
Physical layout of building 
Appearance of building 
Maintenance of building 
Size of rooms 
NlDIlber of rooms 
Friendly neighbors 
Skewed rents/charges 
Racial ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Mixing of different income groups 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of neighborhood 
Safety of streets 
Fire protection 
Police protection 
Management of building 



















































: *The respondents were told: "Please tell me whether you are 
satisfied, very satisfied, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied with each 
of these things in your house/apartment in the WSURA." Respondents 
answered more than one question. 
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. neighborhood could quite possibly be related to its emphasis on 
upward mobility and the accompanying pressures on its group self-image 
and prestige. 
We also note that the low-income group, overall only about 
twenty percentage points behind the high-income group, ? ? ? quite·openly 
expre$sing its sense of transcending its fOl-mer deprived living 
conditions. 
Evaluation of WSURA Experience 
To further our appraisal of the respondents' satisfaction, we 
asked: "Considering both your apartment or house and. neighborhood, 
would you say that in general you are more satisfied now than when 
you first moved here, less satisfied, or about the same?" Table 26. 
categorizes our findings, indicating that the lower-income group 
(48.1 percent) and the middle-income group (36.6 percent) both rated 
their satisfaction with their apartment or house and neighborhood 
approximately the same as when they moved in. 
The ambivalence of the higher-income group is reflected by the 
closeness of its ratings in all three categories. Indeed, it gave 
identical 34.1 percent ratings to "More" and the "Same" and a 31.8 
percent rating. for "Less." The lower-income group.shows the greatest 
satisfaction of the three groups, and we might therefore infer that 
the lower- °ncome group was most satisfied as. a result of its previous 
poor living conditions. The ratings .on the part of the other two 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? reflect their more comfortable backgrounds. 
TABLE 26 
RESPONDENTS' SATISFACTION WITH PRESENT· 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? AND NEIGHBORHOOD 




Under· . $11,000- $21,000 

















*Respondents were asked: "Considering both apartment or house and 
neighborhood, would you saY.that in general you are more satisfied now 
than when you first moved here, less satisfied, or about the same?" 
How does this sense of satisfaction affect the respondents' 
decision to stay or leave the WSURA? Table 27 shows their response 
to the question "Do you think you will ever move from the WSURA?" 
TABLE 27 
RESPONDENTS' ASSESSMENT OF WHETHER THEY WILL MOVE 
FROM THE WSURA, BY ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Income 
.. ·Under· $11,000-
Decision ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Definitely will move 
Probably will move 
Probably will not move 
Definitely will not move 
Total number of respondents 
*The'respondents l-lere asked .if they 





? ? ? ? ? 39.5 
(26) (sO) 










A review of Table 27. reveals that 57.8 percent of the higher-
income group reported that they would definitely or probably move 
from the WSURA; 54.5 percf.nt of the . middle-income group so reported; 
whereas the 10'o1er-income group ? ? ? ? ? ? evenly divided (50 percent saying 
it would definitely or .probably move and 50 percent saying it would 
definitely or probably stay in the WSURA). Thus. with relatively 
small differences reflected among income groups, it might at ? ? ? ? ?
point be reasons able to conclude· that each group's stay in the WSURA, 
or its departure from it. is more likely to depend on factors such as 
a job, change of family cycle. perhaps an accommodation with upward 
mobility or a desire to escape the problems of New York City. 
We might further point out .that the word "ever" in the question 
appeals to a sense of the possibly distant future that need not be 
dealt with at the moment. This assumption is supported by the fact 
that when the respondents were asked if they had looked seriously 
for another place to live t-Tithin the past year. only about one in 
ten replied in the affirmative. 
Happiness 
The respondents were asked if, taking everything into con-
sideration, they were happy as WSURA householc\ers. Both the bigher-
? ? ? ? ? ? ? group and the middle-income group indicated being happy more 
than the lower-income group. (68.2 percent, upper-income; 67.9 
percent, middle income; and 53.5 percent, lower income, respectively.) 
In noting' that this is a general question directed to "overall" 




In elc.sing our chapter on income, we note that all of our data 
supports the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? that each income group's needs, expectations, 
and desires are b.,:wed firmly on the economic circumstances of the 
particular group. 
The Im.r-incOIlle group expresses a comparative prior ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
in terms of neighlJorhood amenities within which its members include 
their specific hCIlt3e or apartment •. The focus of this group's concern 
is on the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of an overall "betterll neighborhood at a reasonable 
cost to its members. This group's experiences with public schools are 
riot seen· by i ts ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? as beneficial, and therefore its members· expect 
little from them. UnderstA.ndably, the impact of life in the WSURA 
is rnted ? ? ? ? ? ? fOil" ; ... ,bly by this group, and the WSURA obviously is 
·a psychologically positive place for this group to reside. 
The ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? group. pressured economica;tly because it 
enjoys ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? f:i.nancial resources of the upper-income group 
nor ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? for dIe array of government programs available to the 
low-income group. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? a strong orientation toward upward 
mobility aud :;6ci.:l prestj.Be. Its varied membership is less in 
agreClllent on i:he j n::;ues .the.ln the other tlol0 groups. And yet there is 
a manifest concern ,.rith the signs and characteristics of middle-class 
well-being; nddjti.onal space and the appearance of things, particularly 
cleanlines::; of ? ? ? ? ? neighhorhood, police protection, building 
maintenance) m1.d ·garbage collection. This group apparently views the 
financial benefits that are available to it through residence in the 
WSllRA as hovirlg a major impact in its campaign to simultaneously maintain 
and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? its mJdtile-class status.· 
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The upper-income group. presumably with the most resources to 
manage, views the WSURA as the most satisfactorj of the available 
alternatives. The members of this group look with favor upon the 
tax advantages they qualify for through \OlSUP.A reside'nce. 
It must be noted that all of our respondents express strong 
urban and liberal 'inclinations. Shopping facilities, restaurants, 
and theaters were viewed as an attraction by all respondents. 
Additionally, all respondents expressed approval of racial mixing 
and mixing of different income groups as well as 'of friendly neighbors. 
The values to which different income, groups adhere deserve 
further study. Those planners' who are genui'llely concerned with the 
viability of our central cities will do t'lell- to listen closely to 
the people who now reside within them. 
Having considered the variables pf age Elnd j.ncome in relation 




We now turn to a consideration of occupation as it may have 
affected our respondents' attitudes, concerning the to/SURA. For the 
purposes of our study, we have chosen to divide .the respondents' 
occupations into two general categories: 'professional and nonpro-
fessional. Broadly speaking, the professionals include those 
respondents who l10rk at jobs such as architect, musician, and teacher, 
while the respondents who work at jobs such as laborers, craftsmen. and 
sales and clerical workers are included within the nonprofessional 
category. 
Decisions Classifiable by Occupation 
Table 28 reveals the respondents' designation of the single 
most important factor in their decision to move into the WSURA. 
Both the professionals (54.7 percent) and nonprofessionals (39.5 percent) 
wanted more living space. Thus, once again the more-living-space 
factor is by far the most important. However, the gap between pro-
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? nonpro r' ',' ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? (51. 2 percent versus 31. 5 percent) 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? that the latr; ... group was not as concerned ",ith this factor 
as ? ? ? ? ? ? )fessionals. Other factors loomed more prominently in the 
con:,·;::· :.1 of the nonr::'? fessionals than in' those of the professionals. 
TABLE.28 
RESPONDENTS' DESIGNATION OF SINGLE MOST 
UIPORTANT FACTOR IN DECISION TO MOVE 






Wanted more living space 51.2 31.5 
lolantcd a location closer to job 7.S 11.1 
Wanted a location· closer to friends 1.2 1.9 
Wanted a general.ly more conv·enient location 8.7 7.4 
lolanted to own instead of rent 6.3 9.3. 
Wanted a better neighborhood 6.3 20.9 
The old neighborhood was physically changing 3.8 5.5 
The old neighborhood was becoming unsafe 6.3 5.5 
The old neighborhood was not integrated 6.3 0.0 
It was becoming too expensive to live there 1.2 7.9 
The public schools were not very good 1.2 0.0 
Total number of respondents (84) (83) 
*RcspoIldents were asked: "Please tell me which factors shown 
on this card were important in your decision to move out of your 
previous place." It should be noted that the respondents w'ere given 
the chance to respond to one or more alternatives, therefore the number 
of respondents will not coincide with the number of answers. 
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We see also from the data in Table 28 that almost three times 
as many nonprofessionals as professionals wanted a better neighbor-
hood (20. 9 percent and 6.3 percent, respectively); that nonpro-
fessionals more than professionals wanted a location closer to their 
jobs (11.5 percent and 7.5 percent, respectively). While few 
respondents reported "wanted to own instead of rent," nonprofessionals 
(9.3 percent) more so than" professionals (6.3 percent) saw this 
factor as important to their decision "to movc. At this point; what 
may we reasonably conclude? It would seem correct to state that the 
nonprofessionals on the whole reflect a background of more deprived 
circumstances than do the professionals. (Indeed, our figures on 
income show that the professionals were predominantly represented 
by income levels over $15,000.) The nonprofessionals are more 
concerned with improving the array of circumstances that affect 
their lives, while the professionals' focus is on obtaining more 
space. Thus, the data tend to support our findings in earlier 
chapters. 
Expectations 
The expectations of both occupational groups in regard to their 
new barnes and neighborhood are expressed in Table 29. As we can see, 
the professionals awarded their highest r.ating to having a good-sized 
apartment (36.0 percent) while the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? chose relatively 
low-cost housing by a percentage of 1.7 over a good-sized apartment 
(24.3 to 22.6). Space and cost were ranked highest by both occupational 
groups. 
? ? ? ? ? ? 29 
RESPONDENTS' DESIGNATION OF SINGLE MOST 
IMPORTANT FACTOR IN EXPECTATIONS IN 
MOVING INTO WSURA, BY 
OCCUPATIONAL STATUS* 
Expec:tatiC?D ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?.... __ . ________ . ______ , __ _ 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? a good sized apartment 
The relatively low-cost hous.ing 
Good neighborhood facilities 
Convenience to work 
Good public school system 
Having neighborhood with safe streets 
The nice appearance of neighborhood 
Convenience to friends and relatives 
Convenience to shopping 
Convenience to recreational facilities 
'The quality of housing construction 
Having neighbors of different race 
Having neighbors of similar ideology 
Having neighbors of similar income 
Convenience to hospitai and other social 
welfare services 
Having ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? subsidies for housing 









































*Respondents were told: "Now, here is a list of expectation people 
have given as important to their final decision to move to a new place. 
Please indicate: for each one :.",,·lTether it was important or no t to your 
final decision to move into the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? It should be noted· that 
respondents were given the chance to respond to one or more ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
therefore the number of respondents will not coincide with the number of 
answers. 
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Among expectations shared at an almost equal level of concern 
by both occupational groups are convenience to toJork (nonprofessionids ? ?
12.9 percent, and professionals, 8.1 percent) ,. and havint1 a neighobr·4 
huod with safe streets (nonprofessionals, 9.8 percent am! ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
5.8 percent). We note that the nonprofessionals expressed a slightly 
We note again that the nonprofessionals reflect the attitudes 
discussed previously of 011. overall lower-income and older gro.up. 
(Of those respondents who were fifty-one to sixty years of age, 69.6 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? were nonprofessionals; of those respondents OVer sixty years 
old, 66.7 percent were nonprofessionals.) The nonprofessionals 
emphasize cost and space, while the professionals can afford the 
luxury of emphasizing only more space. 
10/ .. 
Specific Services and Facilities in the WSURA 
Table 30. expresses the respondents r satisfaction, or lack 
thereof, with specific services and facilities. The respondents 
were asked to indicate whether those available in the WSURA were 
better than those in their last previous neighborhood. As' the table 
reveals, both professional and nonprofessional respondents expressed 
a high level of ,satisfaction. 
As we observe from the data, both groups rated neighborhood 
amenities more favorably than public services. ' 
'(I) Shopping': Nonprofessionals rated slightly more ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
factory than profeSSionals (78.6, percent and 73.3 p'ercent, 
respectively). 
(2), Restaurants: Professionals (76.2 percent) and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
sionals (73.9 percent). 
(3) Theaters: Professionals (72.0 percent) and nonprofessionals 
(70.0 percent). 
(4) Garbage collection: The nonprofessionals rated this service 
higher than the professionals (54.3 percent and 41.4 percent, 
respectively). 
(5) Health and medical services: About the sante for both groups 
, (npnprofessionals 31.1 percent and professionals 36.6 
percent). 
(6) Schools: Both professional groups rated this service very 
low on their scales of satisfaction (professionals 33.7 
TABLE 30 
HOUSEHOLDERS' gATISFACTION WITH SERVICES 
AND FACILITIES THAT ARE BETTER IN 




Services and Facilities Professional sional 
Schools 33·.7 31.4 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? facilities 73.3 78.6 
·Fire ·protection 21.8 26.1 
Maintenance 52.5 64.3 
Garbage collection 41.4 54.3 
Public transportation 62.0 61.4 
Local parks and playgrounds 65.3 57.1 
Health and medical services 36.6 37.1 
Restaurants 76.2 73.9 
Recreational programs for children 58.4 50.0 
Theaters 72.0 70.0 
Total number of respondents (87) (86) 
*The respondents were told: "I would li.ke to ask about the 
services and facilities that are in the WSURA as compared to other 
areas." 
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percent and nonprofessionals 31.4 percent). 
(7) Fire protection: Rated even lower than schools (non-
professionals. 26.1 percent and professionals, 21.8 percent). 
The findings here parallel, the data recorded in similar tables 
throughout our study. That is, that both groups approve of'the 
same th:fngf,' to a high ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? but are milch lesB enthus:i.astic about 
schools, health services, fire protection, and garbage collection. 
Again, the picture that emerges of'the nonprofessionals is of a 
generally less affluent, older group which'is concerned with 
enhancing the overall component,s of its ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? predicament, including 
the cost component. 
We might mention at this point that of the respondents who 
were single, only 28.0 ,percent were nonprofessionals. But tlle 
figure is exactly reversed among the respondents who were married 
without children: that is, 68.2 percent are nonprofessionals.. Of 
those respondents with children over sixteen years of age, 58.3 
percent are nonprofessionals. 
Government Housing Programs 
Table 31 , presenting our data on government housing programs, 
shows a very close correlation between the levels, of satisfaction 
expressed by our two groups. 
As Table 31 shows., loans and mortgage prograIllS in the WSURA 
were perceived by both groups as inferior to those offered in the 
last previous neighborhood. This is in keeping with the data 
',v \ 
TABLE 31 
RESPONDENTS' ASSESSMENT OF ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
AND PROGRAMS THAT ARE BETTER ,IN 
THE WSURA'BY OCCUPATIONAL STATUS* 
'Services and Programs 
Rent subsidies 
Loans and mortgages 
Housing policies regarding integration 
Special programs to improve· the area 
Total number of respondents 
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* The respondents were asked the following question. "I would 
like'to ask you about the role of the local, 'regional, and federal 
government in terms of providing services to the WSURA. Are they 
better within WSURA? Better in previous neighborhood? About the 
same? Don't know?" 
Respondents answered more than one ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
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published in earlier chapters pertaining to government housing 
programs. We can but wonder,·however, if professionals enjoy greater 
access to loans and mortgages than nonprofessionals. We note also 
that nonprofessionals gave somewhat more emphasis to integration 
policies than did professionals, and that 49.5 percent of the black 
respondents are classed as nonprofessionals. 
Respondent Satisfaction with ? ? ? ? ? ? or Apartment 
Did occupational status have a relationship tc;> the satis·faction 
of the householders in this study? Table 32· measures· respondent 
.satisfaction with the house or apartment in the WSURA compared to 
the last previous househQld. 
TABLE 32. 
HOUSEHOLDERS' SATISFACTION WITlI HOUSE!APAR'nlENT, 
BY OCCUPATIONAL STATUS* 


















Total number of· respondents (101) (70) 
*The respondents were asked, "Taking all things into consideration, 
ara ·7:'>·.: entirely satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly dissatisfied, or ,...,,'1::; ... !. fssatisfied with this house! apartment in the WSURA?" 
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As we can see, no significant differences between our two 
occupational groups are apparent in Table 32. Thus·, occupational 
status would seem to have little, if any, bearing on ? ? ? ? respondents' 
satisfaction with their houses or apartments. Again, we note that 
the·very high rate of satisfaction evidenced by both groups 
parallels the findings on· this item in earlier chapters. 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Factors 
Table 33 reveals the householders' ratings of items in the 
WSURA compared to their.last pr.avious location. As in ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
parallel tables, our respondents indicated a very high rate of 
approval. 
Some of the disparities between the b10 gro.ups lo1ere: 
(1) ? ? ? ? ? ? ? both occupational groups indicated safety of 
streets as being lowest in their rating of housing factors, non-
professionals more so than professionals reported they were 
satisfied (48.6 percent and 38.7. percent, respectively). 
(2) Nonprofessionals also were more satisfied ? ? ? ? ? pro-
fessionals with the number of rooms (88.7 percent and 80.2 percent, 
resp·ective1y); mixlrlg of different income groups (90.0 percent and 
80 percent, respectively); fire protection (87.2 percent and 78.0 
. percent, respectively); skewed rents/charges (74.6 percent and 
64.9 percent, respectively); cleanliness of neighborhood (54.3 
percent and 42.6 percent, respectively); and police protection 
(52.9 percent and 40.0 percent, respectively). 
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TABLE 33 
HOUSING FACTORS \UTH "'THICR RESPONDENTS WERE 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? IN THE WSURA, 
BY OCCUPATIONAL STATUS* 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?=========================== 
Occupational Status 
. Nonprofes-
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?r.ofesslonal siona1 
Physical layout of building 93.1 89.9 
Racial mixing 92.1 90.1 
Friendly neighbors 90·.1 9L6 
Maintenance of building ·81.2 87.3 
Number of rooms 80.2 88.7 
Mixing of different income groups 80.0 90.0 
Appearance of building 79.2 85.9 
Fire protection 78.0· 87.2 
Size of rooms 77 .2 77 .1 
Management of buiiding 66.0 70.4 
Skewed rents/charges 64.9 74.6 
Clean1iness.of neighborhood 42.6 54.3 
Police protection 40.0 52.9 
·Safety of streets 38.7 48.6 
Total numb.er of respondents (87) (86) 
*The respondents were asked, "Please tell me whether you are 
satisfied, very satisfied, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied, with each 
of the things in your apartment/house or neighborhood. Respondents 
answered more than one question. 
II' 
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Does this general satisfaction on the part of .. both groups suggest 
that both occupational groups will not move out of the WSURA? We asked 
our respondents if they would ? ? move from the area. Table 34 reveals 
our findings. 
TABLE 34 
RESPONDENTS' DESIGNATION OF DECISION TO STAY OR TO 
MOVE OUT ? ? ? THE WSURA, BY OCCUPATIONAl .. STATUS 
Occu2ational Status 
Decisions Factors Professionals Nonprofessional 
Definitely will move ? ? ? ? ? 21.4 
Probably will move 22.8 20.0 
Probably will not move 14.9 11.4 
Definitely will not move 31.7 47.1 
Total number of respondents (84) (83) 
*The respondents were asked, If they thought they would ever 
move from the WSURA? 
MOre nonprofessionals (58.5 percent) than professionals (46.6 
percent) reported that they had no plans to move from the area. This 
result is predictable in that the weight of our findings leans toward 
the conclusion that the nonprofessionals, striving· upward from deprived 
circumstances, perceive that they have succeeded in markedly improving 
their housing condition. 
? ? ? , 
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Happiness 
Were the householders happy with their net" living experiences? 
They were asked, taking all things into consideration, whether they 
were very happy, pretty happy, or not too happy. Slightly more 
pro,fessionals than nonprc,'f(:!ssionalsstated they were very happy 
(21. 2 percent and 17.1 percent, respectively). However, if "very 
h'appy" is combined with "pretty happy," we see that both the 
'professionals (63.6 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and the nonprofessionals (62.8 percent) 
show relative parity in the way they perceive the WSURA. 
As in prior discussions of "happiness" in our study, we must 
point out that this very 'general question was included'only to 
compare the responses to ,the specific items. 
In closing our chapter on occupational groups, it is appropriate 
to note that occupation is a frequently discussed and written about 
subject. But ? ? ? ? findings concerning occupation do not suggest 
any areas for di$cussioJl that have not been considered previously, 
within this study. 
We turn now to a consideration of the variable of family cycle 
and its relation to our data. 
CHAPTER VII 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? CYCLE 
. If it iR t"t'l1p. that "no ? ? ? ? ? ? ? nf ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? pn',ironnlf'mt affects. his 
health and well-being more directly than the house in which he seeks 
shelter, security, comfort and dignity,,,li then the home environment 
helps to shape the life and attitudes of individuals and families •. 
Because the home is the place where husband and wife most often share 
responsibility, where children are raised and educated, and where 
individuals and families associate with neighbors, and friends, good 
housing£' should be perceived by the pJ.anner., along with its other 
uses, as a vehicle for change. This perception foresees housing as a 
means of achieving social integration, family stability, better health, 
and a host of other worthy goals. 
A 10gicaJ. cornerstone with which to commence constructfon of 
sound, effective housing policy is a ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of the family cycle. 
By family cycle we refer, for the purposes of our study, to certain. 
family groupings specified herein that are convenient categories for 
discussion. 
1United. Nations Department of Econoij':c and Social Affairs, Center 
for Housing, Building and Planning, Human ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? The Environmental 
Challenge (Great Britain: United Nations Press, 1974), p. 101 • 
. 2See The World Health Organization's definition of housing in 
Chapter l, p. 
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This c.hapter ? ? ? ? ? to explore the significance of family cycle 
in termfl of the respondents' . decision to move out of their prev:f.ous 
house or apartment, their expec.tations regarding their new home, their· 
living experiences in their new home, and their satisfaction (or lack 
of· same) ll7i.th their decision to move into the WSURA. 
The Decision to Move ----_. - ... -.. -
? ? ? ? ? ? 35 reveals the respondents' rating of certain factors 
that influenced their decision to move from their previous homes· into 
the lolSURA. 
As Table 35 illustrates, families with children under sixteen 
years of age overwhelmingly chose wanted more space (57.1 percent). 
This response is not surprising, for this is the period when most 
families.perceive the need of additional space. 
Among.this group we note that 52.1 percent ? ? ? ? under forty 
years of age, 66.3 percent are professionals, and almost two-thirds 
(57.0.percent) are members of the middle-income group ($11,000-$20,000 
per year). 
Among singles, 31.6 percent chose the desire for additional 
space as the single most important reason for moving, followed by 
15.8 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? who chose the desire to own instead of rent. The singles' 
next highest rating of 10.5 percent was awarded to each of four factors: 
better neighborhood, a location closer to job, a generally more convenient 
location, and previous housing too expensive. The total of all the above 




RESPONDENTS' DESIGNATION OF THE SINGLE MOST 
IMPORTANT FACTOR IN DECISION TO HOVE INTO 




Location closer to job 
Location closer to friends 
Generally more convenient 
location 
Want to own instead of 
rent 
Old neighborhood was 
changing 
Old neighborhood unsafe 
Old neighborhood 
unintegrated 
Previous housing too 
expensive 
Public schools not good 






























































*Respondents were asked: "Please tell me ? ? ? ? ? ? ? factors shown on 
.this card were important in your decision to move out of your previous 
place." It should be noted that the respondents were given the chance to 
·respond to one or more alternatives, therefore the number of respondents 
will not coincide with the number of answers. 
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It is well to note that 45.8 percent of the singles were under 
forty years of age while only 12.5 percent were sixty-one years of 
age or over. A correlation exists in terms of income, for 50.0 percent 
of the singles earn under $11,000, while only 13.6 percent earn $21,000 
per year or more. However, 72.0 percent of ? ? ? ? ? group are classed as 
professionals, the highest percentage among our four family cycle 
groups. 
Among families with children over sixteen years of age, 40 
percent chose "better neighborhood" as their pr;mary reason for 
. . moving. This is.usually the period in a family's life when the 
parents can begin to base their··:housing needs on themselves, rather 
.than on their children, fn the expectation .that their children will 
soon be leaving home. The next highest rating in this group was the 
25.0 given to the desire for additional space, followed by 15.0 percent 
for a location closer to job, and then the 10.0 percent for a generally 
more convenient location. All of these factors together total 90.0 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
The striking feature emerging·from our data is that 62.5 percent 
of this group's members are black. The other three family cycle groups 
are approximately even in their composition of black and white 
respondents. We find also that 65.2 percent of the group's members 
are forty-one to sixty years of age and that 21. 7 ·pe.rcent are sixty-
one years Ot age or over. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? group has the largest 
percentage in the middle-income ($11,000-$20,000) category: 60.9 
percent, whil·e slightly more than a fourth of its membership (26.1 
percent) earns $21,000 or over. 
This group, ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? heavily represented by blacks, who tend 
to be middle-aged or older and of midd1e- or upper-income status. 
Interes tingly, 58.3 ·:)ercent of this group are classed as nonpro-
fessionals. 
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Among our respondents who were married without children, the 
"old neighborhood ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? unsafe" secured the highest rating of the 
factors with a percentage of 31.3.percent. The desire for a better· 
neighborhood toms next wi th an 18.8 percentage. Three f ac tors each 
received a rating o·f 12.5 percent: a generally more convenient 
location, previous housing was too expensive, and the desi·re for 
additional spn.ce. All of these factors together yield a total of 
87.6 percent. 
The data discussed in previous chapters reveals this group 
to have both the highest percentage of nonprofessionals (68.2 percent) 
and .the highest percentage of respondents sixty-one years of age. or 
more (36.4 percent) of the four family cycle groups. Additionally, 
we note that this group has 47.4 percent of its members in the middle-
income category ($11,000-$20,000) while 26.3 percent are in the 
low-income category (under $11,000) and a like percentage of 26.3 is 
in the upper-income category :($21,000 or over). 
Taking into consideration the data in Table 35·, together with 
other pertinent data revealed in previous chapters, what may we 
reasonably c.vncl.\.lde at this point? First, it seems reasonable to say 
that families with children under sixteen years of age were attracted 
to the WSURA because of the desire fer more space. The table shows 
that this group had a very even, balanced distribution of percentage 
.. '-' 
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points among the remaining factors. This particular group may be 
characterized as young, professional, and enjoying a comparatively high 
income. Its members are also about evenly divided between blacks and 
whites. 
The singles was the group rating the desire for additional space 
as next highest. with 31.6 percent. This group was also ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
young, professional, and evenly divided between blacks and whites. 
However, 50.0 percent of ·the singles made under $11,000 per year in 
contrast to the comparatively high income ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? by the families with 
children under sixteen. 
Additionally, the singles group evinced more intense concern 
with other factors than -d:i.d thp. ·families with children under.sixteen. 
The singles· in fact expressed a greater concern with the desire to 
own instead of rent than did any of the other three family cycle 
groups. The reason for this ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? concern may well be that the 
singles, while predominantly young and professional, are the poorest 
of our three groups and view ownership as both a hedge against escalating 
rents and an investment for the future. The singles also paid attention, 
as noted previously, to a location closer· to job, a generally more 
convenient location, and previous housing too expensive -- all of which 
are perhaps related directly to economic concerns. In its emphasis on 
a desire for a better neighborhood , this group may be paying homage to 
a.visibly upwardly mobile, middle-class set of values. 
The group giving ? ? ? ? third-highest rating to the desire for more 
- . 
space are the families with children over sixteen (25.0 percent). How-
ever, this group is intriguing for several reasons. First, the group 
expresses, as noted previously, the great(!st ·concentration in its 
ratings on Table 44 of our four family cycle groups. Second, our 
available data shows that whereas the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? three groups nre about 
evenly divided between blacks and whites, thi.s group is 62.5 percent 
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- blac::k. Third, the table reveals that the gr.oup places great emphasis 
(40.0 percent) on the desire for a ? ? ? ? ? ? ? neighborhood. 
The above factors, combined with the knowledge that this is also 
the oldest group (only 13.1 percent arc under ? ? ? ? ? ? years of age) and 
predominantly middle income, may lead us to ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? justifiably that 
this group ? ? ? ? ? ? ? the WSURA as -a p1ac:e where its members can enj oy many 
of the amenities of middle-class life wi:lh {-t- ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? degree of 
·acceptance than would be possible .fcr. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Since this 
group is also the oldest, this may account partially for it being 
the most unified in its ratings. 
The grol.1p rating the desire fol:' moro living space as least 
important are the families without-children (12.5 percent). This 
group bestows its highest rating on the "old neighborhood was unsafe" 
(31.3 percent). It gives its ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? rating to the desire for 
a better neighborhood (18.8 percent). The: gr.oup splits another 25.0 
percent evenly between a generally more convenient location and previous 
housing being too expensive. 
We know that this group is predominantly middle-:I,ncome, but also 
is the secol&d-poorest group, next to the si.ngles, with slightly more 
than a quarter of its members earning less ? ? ? ? ? $11,000 per year. This 
group is an older group, with 77.3-percent of its members forty-one 
ye.ars of age or-over, and is predominantly ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? (68.2 percent). 
Slightly more than half (54.5 percent) of the group's members are 
black. 
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We may reasonnbly conclude from the data,then, that the members 
of this group--being predominantly nonprofessional and with a sig-
nificant rept-esentation in the under $11,000 income category--have 
struggled hard to' achieve their status. And that, as a group with 
over three-fourths of its members' forty-one years of age or older, 
a deteriorating neighborhood would weigh heavily on its perceptions. 
In a sense, this grcmp may he the most· depdv;:.d 0'_ the three 
groups in tliat no. other falnily cycle group is at once as old and. 
as deprived economically. In this light, the emphasis on neighbor-
hood values is ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? tnocl.:.'thle. 
Expectations 
Table 36 shows, in terms of family cy.cle, how our respondents 
designated their single'nlost important expectation regarding moving. 
The data rev(lal that 31.8 percent of the singles expected 
"low-cost housing" 'when they moved into the WSURA. The next highest: 
rating of this grouj)'was given to a "large apartment" (22.8 percent), 
which in fact was' ? ? ? ? ? ? factor rated highest by the other three groups. 
However; the si.ngll' .. · 1)rcviously noted characteristics of compsl:;lcive 
'youth and low ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? make the .group's emphasis on cost understandable 
and consistent. The. group also paid attention to convenience to work 
and the Qljal:l.ty of neighborhood facilities (each rated 13.7 percent). 
Families with children under sixteen gave the highest ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of 
the four family cycle groupA to a large apartment (34.6 percent) •. This 
TABLE 36 
RESPONDENTS' DESIGNATION OF SINGLE }fOST IMPORTANT 
EXPECTATION FACTOR REGARDING MOVING, 
BY FAMILY CYCLE* 
Single 
Expectation Factors 
Low cost housing 31.8 
Convenient to work 13.7 
Good public schools 0.0 
Safe streets 4.5 
Large apartments 22.8 
Nice appearance of neighborhood 0.0 
Good neighborhood facilities 13.7 
Convenient to friends, relatives 0.0 
Shopping 4.5 
Receration ? ? ? ? ?
Quality of housing construction 4.5 
Integrated neighbors 0.0 
Neighbors with similiar ideology 0.0 
Neighbors with similiar income 0.0 
Convenient hospitals, welfare 
service 0.0 
Government housing subsidies 4.5 






























































? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? were told: "Now, here is a list of expectation people 
have given as important to their final decision to"move to a new place. 
Please indicate for each one whether it was important or not to your 
final decision to move into the WSURA." It should be noted that respondents 
were given the chance to respond to one or more alternatives, therefore 
the number of respondents will not coincide with the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of answers. 
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group's next highest rating went to low-cost housing (21.8 percent). 
As in the prcN:i.ouS table, this group distributed its remaining 
percentage points most evenly of the four groups. This group is the . 
most visibly middle class of the family cycle groups in that it directs 
at·tention t·.l' Qll ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of the neighborhood environment, a result 
perhaps of ·tes ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? youth, high income,· and professiona1·status • 
.L'ana.l.ll:!::l wl..Ln Clll..Lo.ren over· sixteen awarded the second-highest 
rating of ? ? ? ? ? four groups to the expectation of a large apartment 
(27.8 percent). ? ? ? ? ? group's emphasis on convenience to work (16.8 
percent) good l1eighborhood facilities (16.8 percent), and safe streets 
. (11.1 percent) is consistent with "the older ages of its members and 
·the incline 1.10n of older people to be less mobile than young people. 
FamiJ.:i.es without children, predominantly nonprofessional, .older, 
and ? ? ? ? ? th s5.r.ni.ficl1nt representation in the under $11 ,000 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
category, Inel), ? ? ? expected to place great emphasis on neighborhood 
values such aq safe streett; (25.0 percent), convenience to work (12.5 
percent) as o; .... ? ? ? ? ? as on a large apartment (25.0 percent) at a low· cost 
(18.7 percent) •. This. group does not enjoy the comparative youth of 
the singles group, and is perhaps the most dfi!prived. of the four groups. 
It is understandable that ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of its expectations, the families 
withuut ch:i.l.dnm could be the most unified in its perceptions. 
In sum. we see that the singles and the families with children 
under ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? rated a large apartment at a low ? ? ? ? ? as their highest 
expectationR. Fami1i-es without children expected a large ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
safe streets, and low cost. Families with children over sixteen 
expec!;ed a large apartmeI1:t, good neighborhood facilities and convenience 
123 
to work, and safe streets in that order. 
We note that the first two groups are ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? than the latter 
two groups and predominantly professional. The latter two groups are 
older, more nonprofes'sional, and have more blacks, especially families 
with children over sixteen. 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? t ? ? ? ?.. }:!!...: ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?.. ? ? ? : .. : ", " ',:' ., . . '. .. '. " ... " 
Some of the services and facilities in t:he WSURA that the 
respondents reported as being better than in their. p'revious ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
are revealed in 'Table 37. 
The families overall awarded high ratings to shopping, restaurants, 
and theaters. However, all family groups also gave low ratings to 
schools, fire protection, and health and medical ,services. The high 
ratings of the first ? ? ? ? ? ? and the low ratings of the second three 
are consistent with the data reported in previous chapters. Further 
examination divulges that families with children under sixteen years 
of age ,'perceived schools (42.1 percent) as being better' in the WSURA 
more so than did the other family groups. This, group rated health 
and medical services as being somewhat less better in the WSURA than 
did the other three groups, but rated fire protect:l.on as being a, great 
deal less better. Families with children under sixteen may have had a 
greater familiarity with the schools ? ? ? ? ? did the older groups. But 
possibly the poor perception ? ? ? the public services was not based solely 
upon the WSURA ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? but also on the poor public services that are 
provided generally by the city. 
We note that families without children rated public transportation 
as being considerably better (81.0 percent) than did the other three 
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TABLE 37 
HOUSEHOLDER'S SATISFACTION WITH SERVtCES 
AND FACILITIES THAT ARE IN THE WSURA 







Fire protection 34.6 
Ma:f.ntenance 69.2 
Garbage collection 50.0 
Public transportation 57.1 
Local parks 51.1 
Health and medical services 42.3 
. Restaurants 61.5 
Recreation 42.3 
Theaters 69.2 
Total number of respondents (23) 
Family Cycle 
Families Families 
with . with . ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?... :. ? ? .. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? .. " : ... ? ? ? ? \.Jii"l,lrcn with -'no . . 'under 16 
children yt!<lrs 

























*The respondents were told: "I would like to ask you about the 




groups. This high ? ? ? ? ? ? ? may have resulted ? ? ? ? ? the deprivation this 
group had suffered. In other words, j.ts members may have resided 
previously in locations served ? ? ? ? ? poorly by public transporation. 
In sum, we note that the findings on this table do not depart 
radically from those in previous chap t£!rs • 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? HousinG. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
The data in this table conform nenerally to the results in 
parallel tables in prior chapters: There is general approval by all 
four groups of three entries and general disapproval of the loans and 
mortgages entry. Families with children under sixteen, the most 
affluent group, express the highest level of .approval with loans 
and mortgages (46 • .3 ·percent). . 'fhc .:mery rece'iving the 'highest over-
all approval is special programs to make the area better. Toe singles 
is the group registering the highest level of clpproval, but only because 
of its high rating of the "Other" category. Without this score the 
families with children under sixteen easily register the highest 
level of approval. 
The most striking figure in the table is ·45.8 percent rating 
given to housing policies 'regard·ing ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? by the families. with 
children over sixteen. This .group has a markedly' higher black 
membership than do the other three family cycle groups and its rating 
of this entry is almost twenty percentage points lower than the next 
highest rating, the 6:',0 percent by the singles. The families with 
children over sixtee.n, not as influenced in its ratings as are tk" 
other three groups by white members, nnd. seemingly desirous of living 
in a neighborhood ? ? ? ? ? ? racial prejudIce is not as strong as it is 
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perceived to be in the suburbs, is yet significantly dissatisfied with 
official integration policies in its' preferred neighborhood. 
The families without children, perhaps the most deprived of the 
four groups, gave the highest rating in the entire table to ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
policies regarding integration. It may be that the poiicies on 
integration in this group's previous neighborhood were so negligible 
th3.t Pony perceived. policy is regarde(f :if" ? ? hetter one. 
TABLE 38 
HOUSEHOLDER'S SATISFACTION WITH GOVERNMENT 





Services and Programs Single children under 16 
Rent subsidies 57.7 61.9 73.4 
Loans and mortgages 30.8 28.6 46'.3 
Housing policies regarding 
integration 64.0 81.0 ? ? ? ? ?
;'Special programs to make 
area better 72.0 52.4 74.7 
Other 75.0 50.0 35.3 











*The respondents were asked about their satisfaction with the role 
of the local, regional and federal government in terms of providing 
·services to the ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
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Respondent Satisfaction with House or Apartment 
Table 39 reveals the level of satisfaction among our family groups 
in regard to the family's own house or apartment. 
TABLE 39 
HOUSEHOLDERS' SATISFACTION WITH HOUSE OR APARTMENT, 
BY FMIILY CYCLE* 




Degrees of Satisfaction Single children· under 16 
Entirely satisfied 15.4 36.4 28.4 
Fairly satis·fied 73.1 50.0 63.2 
Fairly dissatisfied 7.7 9.1 3.2 
Entirely dissatisfied 3.8 4.5 4.2 
Don't know 0.0 0.0 1.1 











*The respondents were asked if they took everything into consideration 
would they be entirely satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly dissatisfied 
or very dissatisfied with their house or apartment in the WSURA? 
A review of Table 39 indicateS that the responses from all family 
groups were comparatively even'with ? ? ? ? ? other. All groups expressed 
satisfaction with their house or ap« ::nent in the .WSURA, but the families 
'., 
1.28 
with children expressed. a higher level· of satisfaction than did the 
. . other groups. Also, we note that the families with children were 
more affluent, in terms of our designated income levels, than were 
the other two.groups. Specifically, 90.7 percent of the families with 
children under ·sixteen made over $11,000; 87.0 percent of the families 
with children over sixteen made $11,000 or more. In contrast, only 
? ? ? ? ? percent at the singles made over $11,000 and only 73.7 of the 
. families without children. 
Thus, a possible explanation for the data in Table 39 may, of 
course, be that the WSURA proved more satisfying because the 
respondents bad children and enjoyed a comparatively high income. 
One.must be chary, however, in resorting to simple and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
observations. The safest course to adopt in this case is to say that 
the subject is worthy of further study. 
Specif:i,;c Housing Factors 
Table 40 illustrates that our family groups generally ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
little variation in regard to the housing factors that they ? ? ? ? ? ? as 
being better in the WSURA, but "racial mixing" receives a i/.,: cy high 
rating overall. 
In addressing ourselves to the reasons for this rati:'g, we note 
the liberal political and ideological orientation of our respondents. 
A majority of the respondents had previously lived in integrated 
housi.ng in New Yo.rk City and most reported that they were aware prior 
to ? ? ? ? ? ? ? into the WSURA of the racial mix required. We note, however, 
two ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? facts: families with children over sixteen easily had the 
·lowest rating of this factor (83.3 percent) and this group has a 
TABLE 40 
HOUSING FACTORS WITH WHICH RESPONDENTS 
WERE SATISFIED IN THE WSURA, 





Physical layout of building 
Appearance of building 
Maintenance of building 
Size of rooms 





Cleanliness of neighborhood 
Safety of streets 
Fire protection 
Police protection 
Management of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Total number of resp,.,;'.dents 
No ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?


































































*Respondents were asked if they ·were satisfied, very satisfied, 
with 14 listed housing factors. The respondents answered more than one 
question. 
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considerably higher percentage of black respondents than the other three 
groups (62.5 percent). Thus, while the group's rating is quite high, it 
is more susceptible to the influence of black respondents ? ? ? ? ? are the 
ratings of the other three groups. 
The housing factors that received the lowest ratings are police 
protection, cleanliness of neighborhood, and safety of streets. Again, 
? ? ? ? ? see, that "f:1!ni.lies ? ? ? ? ? ? th childr.E'n had r.oml,lflt'able ratings. In" this 
case families with children rated, all three factors lower than did 
either the singles or families without children. It must be remember'ed, 
however, that families with children had higher incomes and that the 
, table relates to what is "better" in the WSURA. Possibly the singles 
and families without children, especially, drew on more deprived 
housing environments for their bases of comparison ? ? ? ? ? the WSURA. 
Additionally, we note that families w;th children under sixteen 
rated safety of streets considerably lower than did families with 
children over sixteen (34.7 percent and 45.9 percent, respectively). 
This may be due to the group's percepti,)n of the streets as being 
particularly'unsafe for younger children. 
In terms of further differences among our four groups in 
Table 40, we can but say again that the groups' perceptions of benefits 
derived and not derived are not generally susceptible to pat conclusions. 
And that study beyond the scope of our present discussion is merited. 
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Evaluation of to1'SURA Experience 
Table 41 reveals the level of respondent satisfaction with 
apartme·nt or house and neighborhood on a general-category basis. 
TABLE 4], 
HOUSEHOLDERS' SATISFACTION WITH ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? OR HOUSE 
AND NEIGHBORHOOn SINCR·MOVT.NG JNT.O THE ? ? ? ? ? ? ?





Degrees of Satisfaction Single children under 16 
More 40.0 52.2 29.8 
Same 36.0 26.1 35.1 
Less 24.0 21.7 35.l 









*The respondents were asked: "Considering both apartment or house 
and neighborhood, would you say that in general you are more satisfied 
. now than when you first moved here, less satisfied, or about the same?" 
Table 4lshows that three of the four groups were almost even when 
"same" and "more" are lumped together. The married without children 
group is the only one to rate itself as being at least 50.0 percent 
"more" satisfied. This group is in fact the most satisfied of the four 
family cycle groups. TM.s may indeed be related directly to the fact 
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that the families without children--predominantly nonprofessional, 
older, and third of the four groups in terms of income levels--came 
to the WSURA from more deprived circumstances than did the other 
groups. (The singles group is last in terms of income level, but 
this group is predominantly young, professional, and presumably has 
its future ahead, rather than behind, it.) Interestingly, more than 
a third of the families with children under sixteen years of age 
have. stated they feel the same (35.1 percent), while an equal 
percentage repor.ted being less satisfied (35.1 .{)ercent). This group, 
being young, affluent, and professional, ·may be presumed to have 
some inclination toward upward mobility. And its dissatisfaction 
may be rela ted ? ? ? this urge. 
As· for the singles and the families with children over sixteen, 
the perceptions of the first group may be related to youth and a presumed 
sense of enthusiasm, while the perceptions of the second group may be 
comprehensible in terms of age and race (65.2 percent are forty-one years 
of age or more, and 62.5 percent are black). Indeed, although the 
families with children over sixteen may have been drawtl to the WSURA 
because of the perception that they would feel comfortable there, they 
may be somewhat reticent about expressing their true feelings. Hence 
the low rating (16.7 percent) among this group· of those who felt 
"ulore" satisfied. 
Table· 42 reveals the· intentions of the respondents, in terms of 
family groups, to remain or leave the WSURA. 
TABLE 42 
RESPONDENTS' DESIGNATION OF DECISION 
TO STAY OR TO.HOVE OUT OF THE WSURA, 




Decision Factors Single children 
Definitely will move 30.8 18.2 
Probably will move 3.8 lS.2 
Probably will not move 15.4 13.6 
Definitely will not move 50.0 50.0 











Table ? ? ? shows that 50 percent or more of all the families(except 
those with children under sixteen)have stated they definitely will not 
move. Interestingly, the data here complement those in Table 41. That 
is, the group that seems most likely to leave the WSURA are the families 
with children under sixteen. We note that 58.3 percent of the families 
? ? ? ? ? children over sixteen do· not intend to move and that 16.7 percent 
of this group probably will not move. 
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lihen "probably will not move" and "definitely will not move" 
are combined. approximately two-thirds of the singles and of the 
families tdthout -children indicate their intention to remain in the 
WSURA. 
TABLE 43-
RESPONDENTS' ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? OF THEIR HAPPINESS 





Assessments· Single ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? under 16 
..;. 
Very happy 19.2 23.8 22.6 
Happy 30.8 33.3 48.4 
Not too happy 50.0 42.9 29.0 







45.8 .. -..Lve. 
(24) 
* The respondents were asked, "taking all things into consideration, 
how would you say things are ? ? ? ? ? ? days: very happy, pretty happy. not 
too bappy? " 
The most broadly based of all our questions concerned happiness. 
Consequently, it is more susceptible to individual ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? than 
any of our other questions. Nevertheless, it is interesting to note 
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the families with children over sixteen, a ? ? ? ? ? ? we have identified . 
previously as cautious in expressing its judgments, has easily the 
lowest rating in the "very happy" category. 
We note, too, that the group perceiving itself as most happy 
of our four groups are the families with children under sixteen. 
This group is young, comparatively affluent, professional--and there-
fore, perhaps, is supposedly enjoying the fruits of success while 
anticipating even greater prosperity in the future. 
Summary 
In closing our chapter on family cycle, it is appropriate that 
we note the following characteristics of the four family groups. 
First, the singles are young and predominantly professional, 
but half of this group's members earn less than $11,000 per year. 
Therefore, this group is interested in additional space at a reasonable 
cost, and pa}lS some attention to the environment and convenience of the 
neighborhood. This group's perceptions of the WSURA seem to be positive. 
Second, while the families without children are attracted by more 
space and low-cost housing, they were motivated to move to the WSURA 
"by their perception of their prior neighborhood ·as being unsafe and 
the WSURA as being a better ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Interestingly, this group 
. gave the highest rating of the. four family cycle groups to the safety 
of the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in the WSURA compared to the previous neighborhood. 
This group is older, predominantly nonprofessional, and has a sig-
nificant representation of its membership in the under $11,000 income 
category (26.3 percent). The families without children might be 
characterized as the most depr.ived of the four groups. 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? families with children under sixteen appear to be overall 
the most satisfied of our four groups. This group is drawn to the 
WSURA by the desire for more space. The group is interested in all 
aspectR of n"'ighborhood life, but unlike the other groups places 
no intense emphasis on safety and a better neighborhood, or financial 
aspects. This group is predominantly young and professional, and 
comparatively affluent. Not surprisingly, its members are comparatively 
unimpressed with police protection, the safety of streets, or the 
cleanliness of the neighborhood. PresWliab1y,' the p'revious neighborhood' 
was perceived by this group as a rather attractive place. In a sense 
'the,most ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of the four groups, the families 'with children 
under sixteen apparently perceive of themselves as successfuL While 
happy, they 'are inclined not to resist the tides of upward mobility 
and are prepfLred to move away from the WSURA area. 
Fourtl1, fanJi1ies with children over sixteen express .,.n intense 
desire for -a"better" neighborhood--and perceive the WSURA as fulfilling 
such a demand. This desire is ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in terms of the group's 
predominantly oldeT. membership and, particularly, in terms of its 
almost two-thirds black membership (8,6.9 percent and 62.5 percent, 
respectively) • 'Ihp. group's members are relatively affluent: only 
13.0 percent earn less than $11,000 and indeed ? ? ? ? ? percent earn 
$21,000 or more. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? toward caution in expressing itself, 
this group would seem'to regard the WSURA as a more viable alternative 
than the suburbs. Specifically, its members seem to perceive the 
WSURA as & place toJ!J;::l:e racial tension, and prejudice, are less evident. 
Thus, its members feel more "comfortable" in the WSURA than they 
perceive themselves as being in the suburbs. Fully three-fourths 
of this group's members indicated that they intended to remain in 
the WSURA. 
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We have now discussed the variables of age, income, occupation, 
and family cycle and the relation of them to our d-ata. In Chapter 
VIII, we shall explore the implications of race as revealed by our 
available data, so that we may appreciate how this-critical factor 
relates to our respondents. 
CHAPTER VIII 
RACE AND SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 
To this point, our study has been bi-variate, that is, focused 
on the analysis o·f demographic and socioeconomic data and its impl:i.-
cations for housing planning and policy. ·In ·our study of urban 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? housing it is appropriate· that in this chapter we adopt 
a multivariate apl)roach in order to examine the influence of race 
on demography .a.nd ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? status (hereafter referred to as SES). 
We believe that race and class play a crucial role in shaping 
the housing market and, therefore, are essential considerations in 
any attempt to understand why householders move into, remain in, or 
move from their homes and communities. 
The most visible result of residential .segregation in the 
United States is the high concentration of·blacks living within the 
central cities. It has been reported, for example, that .the 
greatest gap by far between the conditions of life of 
New York's population in general and the specific part 
of it that is Negro is to be found in housing. Her lies 
the greatest and most important remaining area of 
discrimination - important in its extent, its real conse-
quence ·and its social and psychological impact. ll 
lNathan Glazer and Daniel Hoynihan, Beyond the Melting Pot 
(Cambridge, Hassachusetts: The ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Institute of Technology 
Press, 1963), p. 52. 
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Within this chapter we hope to suggest the considerations that 
planners must accommodate if racial integration is to be an attainable 
housing goal. 
Table 44reveals, in terms of race, some insightful characteristlcs 
of our respondents. A review of the table shows that the average ages 
for whites and blacks were comparable: 45 years of age for whites and 
4; years of age for blacks. bl1gntly motoe blacks (,11. 2 percent)" than· 
whites (7.5 percent) were less than 30 years of age. This slight ·dis-
parity was also evident in those respondents who were 51 to 60.years 
of age· (15.7 per.cent. blacks and 11.2 percent whites). The 3l-to-50 
. year-old category included 68.7 percent of the whites and 57.3.percent 
of the blacks. 
The above data suggest several questions:. Does this disparity 
reflect the fact that there are mOre middle-income white families 
than black ones? Does the high percentage of whites in the 3l-to-50 
age group reflect a declining pattern of emigration to suburbia, 
since this group has moved steadily away from the central cities 
during the past fifteen years? Do whites see the WSURA as a transient 
area in the flight to suburbia or are they trapped in the WSURA by 
the rising cost of suburban housing? 
The population sample of 173 responaents showed a racial 
differentiation in the proportion of males to females. Among white 
respondents, 85 parcent were male and 15 percent were female; among 
black respondents, 72./.· percent were male and 27.6 percent were 
female. If these male-female percentages and their respective racial 
gr.oup correlated with the fact that 92.5 percent of the respondents 
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tABLE 44 
GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS BY RACE 
. .' .. ? ? ?
White. Black 
Age 
30 or less 1.5 11.2 
31 - 40 33.8 28.0 
41 - ·50 34·.9 29.3 
51 - 60 11.2 15.7 
61 and over 12.6 12.4 
Unknown .. ·0.0 3.4 
Total percentage 100.0· 100.0 
N (82) (91) 173 
Mean Age 45 years iii years 
Sex 
Female 15.0 27.6 
Male 85.0 72.4 
Total ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 100.0 100.0 173 
N (82) (91) 
Education 
Through (0 - 8th grade 2.5 ? ? ? ?high (1 - 4 years of high school 9.8 35.5 school (1 - 4 years of college 29.6 33.3 
More than 4 years of college 58.1 25.6 
Total percontage 100.0 100.0 
N (81) (90) 171* 
I ••• 
Table 44 (cont'd) 
Income Eer iear 
Under $11,000 
$11,000 - $20,000 
$21,000 - $30,000 
$31,000 - $40,000 















Family with school-age children 
Family wit" pre-school children 
Family with post-high school 
children 

























































*Number'of cases, N, differs due to missing information on specific 
items. 
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were heads of households, it would be possible to say that ? ? ? ? ? black 
families were headed by females than white families. However, earlier 
in the study, we defined "head of household" as the husband. the wife, 
both together, or any other adult who assumed legal res·ponsibility for 
the premises. We now cannot conclude that the black females who 
responded to the lll1estiollnaire were women without men partners. We 
can infer that ? ? ? ? ? ? black househoids than white households were headed 
by women and that this specific kind o·f black family may have special 
housing preferences and social needs. 
As previously indicated, our respondents can be classified as 
well educat-cd. Hhen asked to· indicate the last grade completed in 
school, 58.1 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? signified completion of more than 
four years of college compared to 25.6 percent .of the blacks. Although 
representing a high educational achievement for blacks, the figures 
disclose a gap of over 30 percent between blacks and whites, and are 
in fact a Inicrocosm of a condition prevailing throughout the United 
States. However, educational levels of both blacks and whites in the 
WSURA are substantially higher than the nat-ional average because low-
income families, ? ? ? ? ? ? normally have limited educational opportunities, 
were not .represented in large numbers. . 
In the atea of total family income, whites reported an average 
income of· $19, ? ? ? ? ? while blacks' average income was $17,490, a $2,450 
difference. A g: ,·ater percentage of the white respondents were 
professional (58.0 percent) than blacks (43.3 percent); more blacks 
? ? ? ? ? blue-collar workers than whites. 
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There were minor differences in family cycle: whites reported 
slightly higher percentages of school-age preschool children while 
blacks reported a slightly higher percentage of grown or post-high 
school children. However, none of these differences indicated any 
significant contrast between the races in regard to stages in the 
family cycle. 
The findings of the general characteristics of our respondents 
- by race shows that while both racial groups tend" to be highly educated 
and can be classified as middle income, there are some slight differ-
ences between them. These differences are not in themselves surprising 
and do not reflect the shocking disparities that are"traditionally cited 
in dicussing differences between blacks and whites as well as between 
classes. 
To briefly summarize our data, we see that our study population 
represents a slightly younger black householder than white householder; 
slightly more black householders are nearing retirement age than are 
white householders; more black women seem to ? ? ? ? ? households than do 
white women; and" slightly more blacks than whites live with adult 
children or children who have completed high school. 
In terms of the traditiorial gaps between races in regard to 
education, occupational "status and income, our study shows that white 
respondents have achieved a higher educational level than the black 
respondents, receive higher incomes than their black counterparts, and 
are represented in more occupations classified as professional. 
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We may also, however, point to the fact that the high proportion 
of blacks in the middle- and upper-income brackets (a total of 79.9 
percent of the black respondents) may be due to blacks perceiving the 
benefits available to them in the WSURA. Specifically, an absence o·f 
residential segregation and the opportunities for jobs and education in 
an urban area. 
The Decision to !ofove --------
To determ"ine whether or not blacks and whites were alike in their 
decision to move into the WSURA, the householders were asked to ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
the single most important reason for moving into the WSURA. Table 45 
reveals the respondents' answers. 
As we can see, the data discloses that both racial groups rated 
"wanted more space" as their single most important reason for moving 
(black, 33.8 percent and white, 53.1 percent). However, if we examine 
our findings vis-a-vis.socioeconomic status, we see that whites with a 
high SES rating (55.8 percent) and blacks with a comparatively high SES 
(42.9 percent) also rated space as the single most. important reason for 
moving from their previous homes. 
Blacks ·rated "wanted a better neighborhood" as the second single 
most important reason. We may observe that blacks with low SES (28.6 
percent) rated this reason as more important than did blacks with high 
SES (6.5 percent). 
, . , 
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Whites rated both· "wanted a location closer to job" and "previous 
home was too expensive," as their second single most important reason 
for moving. Low SES whites (12.5 percent) reported this more frequently 
than the high SES whites· (4.3 percent). 
Although some of the reasons listed for moving from the last 
previous home ? ? ? ? ? ? ? given relatively low ratings by our respondents, 
they do suggest possibilities for further research. For example, blacks 
with low SES and whites with high SES b.oth seemed concerned about 
"wanted a generally ·more convenient location" ? ? ? ? ? SES blacks 12.1 
percent and high SES whites, 8.0 ·percent). Yet, another factor, 
"schools were not good," received the lowest rating of any entry: 
whites with high· SES, 2.2 percent. We may, therefore, reasonably 
infer that whites with a high SES saw this factor as exerting at 
least minimal influence on their decision to move. 
Based on the data in Table l.5 and our foregoing discussion in 
this chapter, as well as information presented.in.earlier chapters, 
may we at this time draw any preliminary conclusions? 
First, it would seem reasonable to state that of the four groups 
the low SES blacks seem definitely the most deprived prior to moving 
to the WSURA. They exhibit the greatest. overall concern for the totality 
of the neighborhood. Not only do they evince by far the most concern for 
wanting a better neighborhod, but they also express the strongest desire 
by far to own ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of rent their housing. 
Next, the low SES whites, striving to attain solid middle-class 
status, seem most concerned after the low SES blacks about the·total 
aspects of the neighborhood. The emphasis by the low SES whites on the 
, • I 
TABLE 45 
RESPONDENT'S DESIGNATION OF THE SINGLE MOST ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
FACTOR IN THE DECISION TO MOVE INTO THE WSURA BY RACE 
AND SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS* 
Black 
Reasons Low 
t07anted .. a better ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 28 .•. 6 . 
Wanted a location closer 
to job 16.2 
Wanted a location· closer 
to friends 3.3 
Wanted a generally more 
convenient location 12.1 
Wanted to own instead of rent 15.8 
The old neighborhood was 
changing 8.8 
The old neighborhood was 
unsafe 8.8 
The old ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? was not 
integrated 0.0 
Previous home was too expensive 4.0 
Public schools were not good 0.0 
Wanted more space 32.4 
Total number of respondents (53) 
High 







































*Respondents were asked: "Please teil me which factors shown on 
this card were important in your decision to move out of your previous 
place." It should be noted that the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? were given the chance 
to respond to one or more alternatives, therefore the number of respondents 
will not coincide with the number of answers. 
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expense of pre-WSURA housing might be interpreted as an attempt to 
retain more of their income for use on the conspicuous consumption 
that is so basic to ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? values. 
The high SES blacks and the high SES whites would seem to enjoy 
a close correlation in terms of the single most important decision to 
move. The common concern with more space and a lessening of emphasis 
on the totality of the lolSURA are evident. The high SES blacks' rating 
on a more convenient location may well be an expression of this group's 
perceiving of the WSURA as an area where "convenience" includes 
less difficulty in obtaining satisfactory housing than is true in other 
locations, including the suburbs. 
Expectations 
Table 46 shows that the respondents' single ·most important 
expectation in regard to moving into the WSURA varied by race. Blacks 
rated "having a good-sized apartment" as their primary expectation. 
Blacks with a high SES (41.4 percent) rated this expectation higher than 
did blacks with a low SES (34.2 percent). 
The relatively low cost of housing was the primary expectation 
reported by whites, but low SES whites rated this factor higher than 
high SES whites. Interestingly, the second highest expectation of each 
racial group is the primary expectation of the opposite racial group. 
Another factor emphasized by both blacks and whites was convenience 
to work. 
Safe streets were not rated very highly as an expectation except 
by the low SES blacks (20.0 percent). This is not surprising, for we 
* . Respondents were told: . "Now t here is a list of expectations people have 
given as important to their final decision to move to a new place. Please 
indicate for each one whether it was.important or not to your final decision 
to move into the loJ'SURA." It should be noted that respondents were given the 
chance to respond to one or more alternatives, therefore the number of 
respondents will not coincide with the number of answers. 
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can assume that it is this group which may be victimized mose often 
by crime and generally unsafe streets. A review of the data in ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
related to neighborhoods and the concept that people prefer neighbors 
of similar interests reveals the following: 
(1) All groups placed little importance on having neighbors 
with similar ideologies except blacks with high SES (15.4 percent); 
whites with low SES did not respond to this factor at all. 
(2) Low·SES whites rated "having neighbors ·of different races" 
higher than did any other sub.group and 10r,01 SES blacks did not rate this 
item at all. 
(3) "Having neighbors with similar incomell received attention 
from the low SES whites (7.1 percent) while the other groups .did not 
rate it at all. 
Further examination reveals that low SES blacks rated "nIce 
appearance of neighborhood" as one of their expectation factors much 
higher than did the other groups. "Good neighborhood facilities" was 
? ? ? ? ? ? highest by the low SES blacks and the high SES whites (10.3 percent 
and 10.0 percent, respectively). 
A review of the respondents' reasons for moving and their 
expectations regarding moving into the WSURA shows that both high SES 
groups,more than the low SES groups, rated addition3l space as their 
single most important factor. And all groups rated as ? ? ? ? ? ? ? important 
more space at a re.latively low cost. Thus, the goal of r:? .. '.n1 
integration may have been more of an overt concern on the ;" ... !;"/: of the 
planners than the consumer. 
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The data further suggests that the respondents, ? ? ? ? some previous 
knowledge of housing policies and programs (which included the goal of 
racial integration) and, therefore, accepted integration as given. In 
order to examine ? ? ? ? ? possibility, the respondents were asked if they 
knew of any housing policy or program underwritten by the government 
and designed to help all kinds of people to live in the neighborhood. 
Affirmative answers were given by 76.3 percent of the whites and 
64.7 percent of the blacks. In terms of their knowledge of specific 
housing programs designed to encourage social integration, the 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? indicated the }atchell-Lama ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? More whites (48.6 
percent) than blacks (27.7 percent) were aware of this specific' program,. 
Another variable that might predictably influence the expectations 
of householders is their previous living experience. We explored 'the 
racial makeup of the previous neighborhoods lived in by our respondents. 
Our findings indicate that more blacks, (53.4 percent) than whites 
(45.1 percent) originally came from integrated neighborhoods in other 
areas of Manhattan. 
Our findings seem to suggest that while our' respondents overtly 
preferred space as 'an impor.tant reason for moving into the WSURA, racial 
integration may have also been of underlying interest. This assumption 
is based upon the fact that more whites than blacks were aware of the 
Mitchell-Lama program. Some of our respondents had previously lived in 
racially integrated housing. 
ISee ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? A for definition and description of the Mitchell-
Lama program. 
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In sum, the picture that emerges in Table 46 is consistent with 
our suggestions thus far. The low SES blacks are by far the most 
deprived of the four groups. Their emphasis on safe streets, convenience 
to work, and neighborhood appearance supports this contention. The high 
SES blacks have in many, if not most, respects more in common with high 
SES whites than with the other two groups. 
Yet is is of the utmost importance to note that the high SES 
blacks are concerned with the relation between their housing and being 
black. This is manifest in their keen appreciatiqn of ideology. They 
care not whether ,their neighbors are of a different race as long as 
there is ideological similiarity. 
In discussing the low SES whites, it is'appropriate to note that 
the responses of this group may indicate' some attention to so-called 
given middle-class values in this group's ratings of neighbors with 
similar income and the quality of housing construction. The low SES 
whites, again, may be considered in many respects the most middle class 
of our four groups. 
The same may be attributed to the high SES whites in regard to 
their upper-income values. This group may well have selected the WSURA 
as the answer to its concern with its urban, liberal self-image and 
.also as a means of enjoying the potential flexibility of its income. 
That is, with having a larger "discretionary" income. 
Attitudes About the Opposite Race 
Before l-Ioving Into the WSURA 
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The racial attitudes of the respondents prior ·to living in the 
WStJRA are examined in Table 47. 
This study was undertaken durin8 a period when eviderit·racial· 
polarization was plentiful. It t'Tas a p{':dod when an increasing number 
. . 
of blacks were convinced that integration might not, after all, gratify 
the traditional aspirations of the black community as affectively as 
separation. This attitude accelerated the racial tensions and fears 
of the whites. The attitudes of our respondents prior to moving to the 
WSURA are expressed in Table 47. 
TABLE 1.7 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ATTITUDES ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? qpposrfE RACE 
BEFORE NOVING IN'rO WSUHA BY RACE 
AND ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? STATUS* 
Total number of respondents (55) (36) (23) (58) 
*IIWhat were your attitudes about (Blacks/to1hites) prior to moving 





. ,. , 
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Table 47 shows that the dominant attitude of the black respondents 
toward whites was indifferent prior to moving. More low SES blacks 
(49.1 percent) than high SES·blacks (33.3 percent) reflected this 
attitude. Note that the white respondents with high SES (39.7 percent) 
rate.d as highest a very positive a.ttitude, whi1J! whites with low SES 
. rated as highest a.mi1d1y positive attitude (39.1 percent). Among 
blacks whose attitude was positive, those in the high SES group were 
considerably more positive than 10w.SES group blacks. Although the 
attitude of hostility was ranked considerably lower by the two black 
groups than their rankings for indifference, mildly positive, and very 
positive, the two white groups responded that they had no attitude of 
hostility toward the opposite race whatsoever. 
At this point in our discussion, it may be appropriate to note 
both the lack of constraint expressed by the low SES black group in the 
form of a 49.1 percent rating of "indifference" toward whites and a 
9.1 percentage of admitted "hostility" by this same group. Those 
respondents who suffer both from their blackness and their low estate 
in the social pecking order can hardly be expected to maintain a positive 
view of the very group that they deem ultimately responsible for their 
oppression. 
At the same time, it is·a1so appropriate to point out that the 
absence of any ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? "hostility" on the part of both white groups 
towar.d blacks may be more a sign of what is considered socially 
acceptable than a candid embodiment of the white groups' true feelings. 
Thus, the data in Table 47 confonn to our findings thus far with the 
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added awareness, on the Flart of the whites, of·a socially acceptable 
response, particularly in the case of the middle-class oriented low 
SES whites. The high SES whites, on the other hand, might be said to 
be especially conscious in this case of their status as urban, democratic, 
liberals. 
The high SES blacks would seem to be hedging their bets. One 
noces cheir 11.1 percent ranking of "Wary." 
In order to better assess these .attitudes, Table 48 reveals to 
what extent our respondents' attitudes on race have· changed since moving 
into the WSURA. The data· show both blacks and whites have become more 
positive toward the opposite race. However, of those who stated that 
they had become more negative, blacks with high SES (50 percent) rated 
highest. We note also that only the whites responded to the "more 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? category. 
At this point we may surmise that the ·low SES blacks have 
benefitted most in their attitudes toward race since living in the 
WSURA. We note the similarities o·f response between. the low SES groups 
of both races. 
Deutsch and Collins' concept of the reduction of prejudice 
paralleling increased contact with groups of equal ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? is 
applicable to our study of the WSURA, for one of the major goals of 
the WSURA was the social integration of racial groups. While this study 
is not focuseL on the reduction of prejudice based upon increased contact 
1MOrton Deutsch and Mary Evan Collins, Interracial Housing 
(Minneapolis: The University of Minnesota Press, 1951), p. 171. 
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of racial groups, we shall examine in the next·section the social inter-
action that has taken place among the racial goups in our study. The 
findings indicate how, in an area such as the WSURA, attitudes may be 
affected. 
Living Experiences in the WSURA After Moving 
It·· i:;: o"!Jr ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? that the ph}pnical Inyc.'U t as well as the 
..... ,',. •.••• ' •• _a 
neighborhood resources of the WSURA lend themselves to both formal and 
informal interaction (i.e., design and layout of buildings, ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
facilities, laundry rooms ? ? rest parks, etc.). Table 49 presents our 
respondents' answers to questions involving interaction situations. 
TABLE 48 
HOW ATTITUDES REGARDING RACE HAVE CHANGED 
SINCE MOVING TO THE WSURA BY RACE 
AND ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? STATUS* 
Black 
Change of Attitude Low High 
More positive 55.6 50.0 
More negative 33.3 50.0 
More aware 0.0 0.0 
Other 11.1 0.0 















*"Has your attitude about (Blacks/Whites) changes since you moved 
. ? ?
. TABLE 49 
PERCENTAGE OF DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDERS 
RESPONDING "YES" TO TYPE OF INTEGRATED 
SOCIAL INTERACTION BY RACE 
AND ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? STATUS* 
Black 
Racial Interactions Low High 
Stopped and talked when we met 96.3 97.2 
Attended the meeting of a 
neighborhod or group together '96.3 97.2 
Their children played outdoors 
with our children 85.7 96.3 
Their children played indoors 
·with· our ·children 75.0 88.9' 
Had an informal chat in 
thei.r I ,!ur home 69.1 75.0 
Their children get together 
with our ·children in the same 
neighborhood group 55.6 80.8 
Had dinner or a party together 
at. their/our house 36.4 58.3 
Went out together for dinner 
or .a movie 33.3 27.8 













*"Which of the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? things has someone in your family done 




As we observe in Table 49 , almost all of our respondents reported 
that they had participated in racial interactions such as "stopped and 
'talked when we met" and attended the meetings of a neighborhood or 
group together. However, interactions involving more intimate contact 
were substantially reduced. These include such occasions as "had a 
dinner or party together at their/our house" or going out together for 
dinner or a movie. We note the following: 
(1) The high SES in both races reported "had dinner or a party 
together at their/our home" more often than the low SES. 
(2) But blacks with low SES reported "went out together. for 
dinner or a movie" more frequently than high SES. However, whites with 
high SES responded to this entry in a significantly much higher 
percentage than did those with low SES. 
A review of social interaction as measured by children playing 
together reveals the four groups indicated very high participation for 
the entry "their children get together with our children in the same 
neighborhood groups." We see in this case that the high SES black 
respondents indicated a higher level of participation than the low SES 
blacks. This was not true for the whites with high SES, for they 
reported this factor with less frequency than did low SES whites. 
We may conclude that further research is needed to fully 
determine the significance of these interactions. For example, those 
who indicated that they neither dined nor attended a party with the 
opposite race may be people who do not normally eat in restaurants or 
attend parties. Some variation was also recorded between SES groups .:·f 
the same race. 
.: 
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Our respondents were asked to report who the person was that they 
sa\oJ DIOSt often socially, how that person was related to them, if the 
person lived in the WSURA, and the race of that per.son. The responses 
showed that universally white respondents socialized with friends of 
their o,m race. However, the blacks showed a slight variation; low· SES 
blacks slightly more than their high SES counterparts socia1ized .. with 
friends of their own race. 
When asked another question about the degree o.f integrated 
soci.a1ization, 60.9 percent said they did not socialize together at 
all. It is interesting to note that 13.6 percent gave no response. 
This may.suggest the complexity of the question, the period of time, 
or both. 
These measures regarding social interaction tend to indicate 
some of the problems that confront our society today. The climate of 
the time may best be described by the respondents' comments. One black 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? stated, "We have here in microcosm what we have in the whole 
nation. Children growing up with self-concepts of inferiority, unequal 
education, unequal economics. People can't put themselves in other 
shoes." Another black person reported: "If they treat me nicely, I 
trea t them nice. I am to them jus t as they are to me." 
Racial Tension 
To ass"'ss further the responde.nts' evaluati(Jn of life in the WSURA, 
they were asked to indicate their perceptions of the level of racial 
tension in their neighborhood. Table 50 reveals that low SES blacks 
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(74.5 percent) perceived no tension, while blacks of ·high SES (25.0 
percent) believed there was more tension. 
It is noticeable that high SES whites (53.4 percent) reported 
no tension, but low SES whites (47.8 percent) stated there was tension. 
We can but surmise the reasons for this difference in awareness 
of tension. They could reflect black insecurity in an integrated 
situation, white reluctance to acknowledge tension, differing degrees 
of child-parent communication (many ne:f.ghborhood tensions grow out of 
children's quarrels) ? ? ? differing degrees of sensitivity to tension. 
Blacks.and whites in ·our study area report less racial tension than 
we perceive on the national level where white and black polarization, 
which can be classified as a form of racial tension, is quite evident. 
We note that the high degree of liberalism and of occupational 
professionals among our respondents may be a critical factor·in the 
data on racial tension. 
Also, it may be appropriate to state that the low SES whites' 
perceptions of racial discord may be predicated on a sense of perceived 
economic competition by this group. And that the absence of racial 
tension expressed by the low SES blacks may relate to their deprived 
circwnstances and their percept"ions of the WSURA as a "better" 
neighborhood. 
? ? ? ?
No 
TABLE 50 
RESPONDENTS' ASSESSNENT OF TENSION BETt-."EEN 
BLACK AND WHITE GROUPS IN THE WSURA 
BY RACE AND SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS* 
Black 
Low High 
,., .., .... _. , '23.0 
74.5 63.9 







* ''Is there any tension between any of the black and white groups'l 
Satisfaction with Decision to Move'Irito to/SURA 
Were blacks, more ·so than whites, satisf·ied with their de.cision 
to move into the WSURA'l The respondents were ? ? ? ? ? ? to rate their level 
of satisfaction, or lack thereof. Table 51 shows· ·the results. 
TABLE 51 
HOUSEHOLDERS' SATISFACTION WITH SPECIFIC HOUSE 
OR APARTMENT BY RACE AND SOC·IOECONOMIC STATUS* 
Black White 
Low High Low 
Entirely satisfied 27.3 25.0 40.9 
Fairly satisfied 67.3 63.9 40.9 
Don't know r 0.0 2.8 0.0 






? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? dissatisfiet'. 1.8 .... " 2.8 13.6 3.4 
___ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?__ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?_____ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?___ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?______ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
? ? -Taking all things into consideration, are you entirely satisfied, fairly 
satisfied, fairly dissatisfied or entirely dissatisfied with this (house/ 
'apartment) in the WSURA?" -
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Table 51 indicates that blacks more than whites have stated they 
were satisfied with their house or apartment in the WSURA. However, we 
" see the low·SES blacks are somewhat more satisfied than· the high SES 
blacks. On the other hand, whites with high SES are somewhat more 
satisfied than whites with low SESe 
A further question was asked in order to gain an additional. 
perspective on the respondents' feelings of satisfac·ti.on. The 
respondents were asked to assess their overall satisfaction with life 
in the WSURA, compared with prior to moving into the WSURA. Table 52 
indicates our findings. 
TABLE 52 
RESPONDENTS' SATISFACTION NOW VERSUS 
BEFORE MOVING INTO THE WSURA BY RACE 
AND ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? STATUS 
Black White 





31.4 31.8 32.8 
40.0 31.8 31.0 
Less 21.8 28.6 36.4 36.2 
Total number.of·r.espondents (55) (35) (22) (58) 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? both (apartment/house and neighborhood) ? ? would you say 
that' in general you are more satisfied now than when you first moved here, 
less satisfied, or about the same?" 
Table 5.2 . shows that most b:Js:ck respon.dents feel.:that their level 
of satisfaction is ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? the ·same as it was prior to moving into 
the WSURA. White respondents laced less satisfaction more often than 
"same" or "more". 
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We see that in the above two tables the 'low SES blacks were 
consistently the most satisfied while the low SES whites were con-
sistently the most unsatisfied. Presumably, these conditions result 
in the first case from the deprived circumstances of the respondents 
and in the second case from the respondents' middle-class, upward-
mobility orientation. 
Specific Housing Factors 
While our respondents have stated an overall sense of satis-' 
'faction, they nave, no:t identified that satiSfaction as""being necessarily 
better than their feeling of satisfaction priGr to moving into the WSURA. 
Since'many people remain in housing even though they are dissatisfied 
with it, we thought it might prove helpful to evaluate what housing 
factors are deemed satisfactory by our householders. Table 53 indicates 
that the first ten housing factors have been rated favorably by the 
majority of ' the respondents of both races. 
The factors which seem least satisfying include: 
(1) For the whi tes "safety of's treets ," "cleanliness of neighbor-
hood," and "management of building." Whites with high SES seemed to be 
more dissatisfied with these specific housing factors than whites with 
a lower SES. 
(2) For blacks "police protection," "safety of streets," 
"cleanline'ss of neighborhood," and "management of building" were the 
factors that the respondents seemed least satisfied with. Blacks with 
high SES were more dissatisfied with police and safety than blacks with 
low SES. However, blacks with low SES showed more dissatisfaction with 
:J,63 
building management and cleanliness than did those with high SESe 
TABLE 53 
ASSESSMENT OF HOUSING FACTORS THAT RESPONDENTS 
WE'RE _SAtISFIED· WITH IN THE WSURA BY RACE AND 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? STATUS* 
, Black 
Housing Factors Low High 
Physical layout of building 81.8 93.5 
Friendly neighbors 89.0 86.1 
Racial mixing ? ? ? ? ? 86.1 
Mixing of different income 
groups 83.6 82.9 
Appearance of building 90.,9 80.5 
Maintenance of building 88.2 77 .8 
Number of rooms 83.7 86.1 
Size of rooms 72.7 72.2 
Fire protection 88.9 72.2 
Skewed rents/charges 71.1 73.5 
Management of 'building 69.0 77.8 
Police protection 49.1 41.6 
Cleanliness of neighborhood 58.2 61.1 
Safety of streets 53.7 52.8 
Total number of respondents (55) (36) 
White 
















*"P1ease tell me whether you are satisfied, very satisfied, dis-
satisfied, or very dissatisfied with each of these things in your house/ 
apartment in the tolSURA." 
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The data in the housing factors table supports our prior findings 
and assumptions without, however, adding any additional areas for 
consideration. 
Specific Services and Facilities in the lJSURA 
A look at the respondents' assessment of services and facilities 
that are ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? tbp. t']SURA. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? tn· tr..e .last pr.e,rious holtse or 
apartment provides insight into the tradeoffs that householders may 
be willing to make in regard to housing. Table 54· shows that the 
black respondents rated shopping ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? restau!ants and theaters 
as the three items that are most super.ior in the WSURA. Blacks with 
high SES rated these services slightly higher than blacks with low 
SES. Note the rating of fire protection. The low SES rated this 
item higher than did any other group. 
The high ratings by whites included public· transportation, 
restaurants, and theaters. As with the blacks, the respondents who 
enjoyed high SES rated these specific services slightly higher t.han 
·those with low SES. Public transportation is rated higher by high 
SES whites than by any other group. 
Interestingly, white respondents with low SES have rated garbage 
collection, health and medical services, schools, fire protection and 
local parks as comparatively very.low, while the opposite is true for 
blacks with low SES except in the schools entry. 
Further research is indicated for the variations between the 
four groups, other than to state the responses are consistent with 
the findings thus far. 
TABLE 54 
HOUSEHOLDERS' ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? OF SERVICES AND 
FACILITIES BETTER IN TIiE WSURA BY 
RACE AND ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? STATUS* 
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? ? ? ? would like to ask about the services and facilities that are 
in the WSURA as compared to other areas. 
TABLE 55 
SATISFACTION WITH GOVERmIENT HOUSING PROGRM15 
IN THE WSURA" BY RACE AND SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS* 
Black lonlite 
Services and Programs Low High Low 
Rent subsidies 58.2 66.7 78.3 
Loans and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 38.2 55.6 "30.4 
Housing policy 65.5 61.1 69.6 
Special programs to 
improve the area 74.5 "63.9 63.6 
Other 13.3 8.3 11.1 









if The respondents were asked about their attitudes toward the 
local, .state, and federal government in tenus of their providing 
the above services to the WSURA? 
An assessment of government housing programs (see Table 55) 
reveals that whitest ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of low SES, see rent subsidies as a 
program that is superior in the WSURA. Loans and mortgages have been 
rated low by all but the high SES blacks. We may surmise that the 
reason behind this unusually favorable rating is related to the' hig(1 
SES blacks enjoying the benefits, in some cases, of government 
guaranteed loans. In other words, it may well be easier in the WSURA 
for high SES blacks to obtain loans. 
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? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? our resp.ondents displayed a general sense of satis-
faction with the WSURA and some of its specific services (i.e., better 
shopping, theaters, 1:estaurants, etc.), we were interested in the 
respondents' plans to leave or remain in the area. Table 56 shows 
our findings. Both black and white high SES groups definitely incline 
toward moving along w:I.th almost half of the white low SES group. 
Therefore, the only group that perceives itself as intending to 
remain in the area is the black low SES group. This is not 
surprising, for it can be assumed that the black low SES group 
probably would also like to move, but economic conditions as well as 
fear of racial discr.imination will keep this group locked into the 
WSURA. It ? ? ? ? ? ? ? also be ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? that this was a very general 
questiolma"ire and used the phrase, "Do you ? ? plan to move ...... 
(Italics added.) 
When asked if they would move into another integrated area, 
the white high ? ? ? ? (75.4 percent) responded positively more so than 
the low white SES (54.5 percent). The blacks universally responded 
positively (low SES, 88.9 pe,:cent, and high SES, 88.6 percent, 
respectively). 
Happiness 
The III0St general of our questions related to overall happiness 
Table 57 displays the responses to the query "Taking all things into 
consideratiou, would you say you are very happy, happy, or not too 
happy?" The blacks, of both low and high SES, were the happiest, 
although the whites also indicated that more than half of each group 
were happy. 
TABLE 56 
RESPONDENTS' DECISION TO STAY OR TO MOVE OUT ·OF THE 
WSURA BY RACE AND SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS* 
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Black White 
Low High Low High 
Definitely T.yi.1.l 22.2 38.9 26 .• 1. , "24.1., . 
Probably will 14.8 22.2 21.7 27.6 
Undecided 11.1 2.8 17.4 20.7 
Probably not 25.9 25.0 26.1 17.2 
. Definitely not 25.9 11.1 8.7 10.3 
Total'.·number of ·respondents (54) (36) (23) (58) 
*Do you think you will ever move from the WSURA?" 
We may surmise that the high SES blacks' high rating of happiness 
is attributable to their perception of the WSURA as a beneficial place 
for them to live. 
At tb",s point is fair to conclude that distinctions based on 
race do exist among the respondents. Blacks with low SES were 
apparently far more deprived than were members of the three'other 
groups. Low SES blacks placed major emphasis on achieving a better' 
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all-around neighborhood. Their perceptions of having achieved it, 
in comparison to their previous nei.ghborhood, were extremely positive. 
The weight of the high SES blacks' concern was on the neighbor-
hood being a place where they could perceive of themselves as not 
arousing the ennlity of their.neighbors because of race. That is, 
the high SES blacks viewed having neighbors of a similar ideology 
as ueing UL paramount: concern. A very high ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of 
occupationally professional blacks are included·among our respondents. 
Hir:' .. 1le-class preferences and values seem abundantly evident 
among the low SES whites. And it is appropo to note here that 
socially accepted responses may have played ·a role not only among low 
SES whites but high SES whites and both black groups as well. One 
indication of this condition may lie in the ambivalent responses of 
the high SES blacks to questions regarding their white neighbors. 
Conversely, the low SES whites may not have indicated the full extent 
of their sense of competition, and therfore resentment of, the high 
SES blacks. 
High SES whites display a range of attitudes attributable·to 
liberal upper-income respondents. That is, they apparently view .the 
WSURA as an oasis where they may both attain enhanced economic 
·flexibility and practice their sometimes mystical.religion of 
ostensibly benevolent,. democratic values. 
Obviously, the data in this chapter are but indications of the 
further research that is required if the endemic problems of racial 
disharmony are to be better understood and appreciated. 
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Having focused attention on articulating the critical topics 
discussed within our study, and on five decisive variables, we turn 
now to our conclusions. 
It .. , 
CHAPTER IX 
CONSLUSION 
Review of Findings 
? ? ? ? findings ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? as inclined to be at least 
of middle income ? ? ? ? more often forty-one years of age or older than 
not. About half of the respondents were employed in a generally 
recognized "professional" job. Virtually all of the respondents were 
drawn to the WSURA by more space at a low cost. The·desire to live 
in a "better" or a "safer" neighborhood at times loomed uppermost in 
the goals of the respondents. Convenience to work and a generally 
more convenient location were also prominent factors. The population 
proved to be more homogeneous than anticipated in terms of its values. 
The level of approval was very high for neighborhood amenities 
such as shopping facilities, theaters, and restaurants. Contrastingly, 
most respondents took a dim view of public services such as schools and 
health and medical services. 
Inclined toward at least a professed liberality, the respondents 
expressed approval with the concept of racial mixing although close 
interracial contact was relatively limited. However, a sense of 
liveliness and of things being ? ? ? ? ? ? ? was apparent. 
Government services and programs were perceived as being generally 
better in the WSURA than in the respondents' previous neighborhoods, 
except for loans and mortgages. This category may have received a low 
I I 
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? ? ? ? ? ? ? because householders had little direct knowledge and/or access 
to this particular service. 
Six years was the average period of residency by our respondents 
in the WSURA. People who are highly educated, and who have money,· 
usually move more frequently in order to secure better jobs and housing. 
We assume that employment factors played an important role in influencing 
where our householders lived, as witnessed by the WSURA being "convenient 
to work" and the householders' relatively iow mobility reflecting their 
satisfaction with employment opportunities in .the city. 
. . Among the respondents, 59.9 percent had children under sixteen 
years of age, and 57.6 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? had children who were of school age. 
This group of respondents is among those people who often perceive 
the suburbs as providing better schools and safer areas for children 
to play· in than are available in urban areas. The fact that our 
householders did not choose ·the suburbs may not be due only to employ-
ment factors,. but also to their not perceiving the suburbs as supplying 
an answer to all of their housing needs. Indeed, our findings show 
that 99.4 percent of our householders had lived previously in the 
New York City area and that 83.5 percent· had lived in integrated 
neighborhoods. 
We inquired whether the respondents intended to ever move from 
the WSURA. Over 50 percent of our householders stated they probably 
would not move. In terms of the respondents' ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? we may state, 
in general,. that most people are satisfied and have a sense of well being. 
A. Age 
Householders over sixty years of age moved primarily because 
they wanted a better neighborhood. The desire for more space, the 
single most important factor for the younger and middle-aged groups, 
I·'! f 
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was· rated equally by the older group with a 'location closer to job 
and old neighborhood was unsafe. 
In terms of expectations regarding the 'WSURA, all age groups 
expected large apartments at a low cost. lo1e can therefore assume 
that these factors are cd.tical for those less mobile than the 
younger households. The o'lder group also emphasized safe streets ,. 
convenience to work, and good neighborhood facilities. The middle-
aged group was additionally concerned with convenience to work and 
good neighborhood facilities. 
While all age groups expressed general satisfaction with their 
apartment or house in the WSURA, the older group expressed a slightly 
higher level of satisfaction. This age group was particularly 
satisfied with its friendly neighbors, with the number of rooms in. 
the house or apartlilent, and with the racial mixing. The younger age 
group .gave high marks to the physical layout of the buildings and the 
middle-income group to the mixing of different income groups •. 
A comparison of services and facilities that were better in the 
WSURA compared to the householders' previous neighborhood revealed 
that the middle-aged group rated restaurants highest, . the younger 
group selected local parks and playgrounds, and the aged chose 
theaters. All age groups stated that shopping facilities were better 
in the WSURA than in their previous neighborhoods. 
Government services and programs (those better in the WSURA) 
rated highest by the older ? ? ? ? group were rent subsidies and housing 
policies regarding integration. Both the younger and middle-aged 
/'1 V" , , 
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groups gave their highest ratings to special programs to improve the 
area. However, the younger group rated this factor appreciably higher 
than did the middle-aged group. 
In terms of moving from the WSURA, the younger group was the 
most definite about moving, while the" older group was most definite 
about" not moving. 
B. Income 
The low-income (under $11,000) group, more so than ? ? ? ? othp.r 
two income groups ($11,000 to $20,000 and $21,000 and ov.er) emphasized 
a wide range of reasons for moving. Its members rated equally as their 
primary reason for moving the need" for more space and the desire for " 
a better neighborhood, followed by a location closer to job, a 
? ?
generally more convenient location", and the desire to own instead 0 
rent. While the middle-income group concentrated on more space and 
then a better neighborhood, the high-income group rated more space and· 
convenient location as its first and second choices. 
In terms of initial expectations regarding housing in the 
WSURA, the low-income group rated low-cost housing as highest. The 
two other income groups rated a good-sized apartment as their highest 
expectation. 
The three ? ? ? ? ? ? ? differed somewhat in the ratings of housing 
factors in the WSURA with which they were satisfied. The low-income 
group rated four factors the highest after friendly neighbors: the 
physical layout of the build1:ng, the appearance of the housing, 
racial mixing and mixing of different income groups (all 89.3 percent). 
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The middle-income group was the most guarded in its ratings here, 
'l:V'bile the high-income group expressed the highest overall approval. 
Additionally, shqpping was perceived by the low-income group as 
better in the WSURA than in the previous neighborhood. The ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
income group also rate shopping highest, but also rated ·restarurants 
equally high. The high-income ? ? ? ? ? ? also rated ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
While the lower-income and middle--ncome groups rated special 
government programs highest among government housing programs that 
were better in the WSURA, the high-income group emphasized rent 
subsidies. 
All income groups expressed a high degree of satisfaction . 
regarding their decision to move into the WSURA. The middle-income 
? ? ? ? ? ? rated their. satisfaction as ? ? ? ? ? ? ? than the other two income 
groups. 
The income group most likely to leave the WSURA was the high-
income group, while the least likely was the middle-income group_ 
Overall, the latter group expressed itself as being the most 
satisfied of the three groups. 
c. Occupation 
The nonprofessionals seem to have a closer affinity to the 
low-income group than to the middle or upper-income groups. This 
statement is supported by the data on expectations. The nonprofes-
sionals were more concerned with the cost of housing,convenience 
to work, and safe streets than were the professionals. In terms of 
governmen!; ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? programs, the nonprofessionals also x:egis1:e.red 
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higher approval than the professionals in all categories save loans 
and mor.tgages. 
D. Family Cycle 
We learned that the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? though predominantly professional 
in occupational status, had half of its members making under ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
per year. This fact is understandable because the singles ? ? ? ?
inclined to be youthful, and therfore many of its members are at the 
beginning of their careers. The group was especially concerned with 
the low cost of housing and expressed an ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in ownership. 
The families without children were in a sense the most deprived 
of the four family cycle groups: predominantly nonprofessional, 
·inclined to be middle-aged or older, and with a significant 
representation in. the under $11,000 income category. This group's 
focus was on the safety of streets and a better neighborhood, although 
of course it was also interested in more space at a greater cost. 
Families with children under sixteen were comparatively the 
most youthful, predominantly professional·, and the most affluent of 
the four family cycle groups. This group was also the one that 
expressed itself as being the most likely to move from the WSURA. 
The group was drawn to the WSURA by the desire for more space, 
expressed an interest in the low cost of housing, and seemed to 
enjoy more advantages than did the other .. groups. 
The families with children over sixteen were almost two-thirds 
black ? ? r- ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? middle-aged or older '. and relatively affluent. 
This sroup focused its concerns on the desire for a "better" 
, .. : 
I ' 0' 
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neighborhood. It was the least likely of the four groups to leave 
the lolSURA. And this might well have been because a better neighbor-
hood, to this group's members, meant one in which racinl tension and 
prejudice were not as strong as they often are perceived to be in 
the suburbs. This group perceived the WSURA as a place where its, 
members, especially blacks, would feel comparatively comfortable. 
It is appropriate to note that this group was less influenced by 
white members than were the other three family cycle groups. The 
group gave the lowest rating of the three ,groul?s, by ,some twe'nty 
'percentage points, 'to government housing policies regarding integration. 
E. Race 
Destinctions' based on race do exist among the respondents. 
Low SES blacks placed their major emphasis on achieving a 
better all-around neighborhood. This group's members were apparently 
far more deprived than were the members of the three other racial 
groups. 
, The high SES blacks were primarily concerned with residing in 
a ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? where they could fee comfortable. They apparently 
viewed the WSURA as being a more viable alternative than the suburbs 
in terms of racial prejudice. 
The low SES whites displayed a range of what are generally 
accepted Q 0 middle-class prejudices and values. However, socially 
acceptable responses may have played a role in the responses by all 
groups. The low SES whites may have perceived themselves as being 
more ,in competition with the high SES blacks than was readily apparent. 
! 0 I 
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High SES whites may be characterized as those who are seemingly 
the least deprived of the. four groups. They appear to have selected 
the WSURA in response to an ostensibly liberal orientation and as the 
answer to maximizing their discretionary. income. 
It should be noted that both high SES groups expressed themselves 
as··more :f.:1clined to m/)VE! ? ? ? ? ? ? ? the HSURA tban· did the two low SE·S groups. 
" ....... I 
Interracial contact occurred often at a superficial level, but 
decreasingly as contact became more personal and intimate. 
Limitations of Study 
The results of this research are limited in their applications. 
The environment, New York, the specific location of the project in 
the city, and the type of p.eop1e under investigation may prove to be 
too particular to allow broad generalizations. The definition of the 
sampling unit and of the population·, as usual, is itself· a source of 
limitation. The inclusion of those who moved in and subsequently 
moved out o·f the WSURA project would have added several elements 
absent in this report. Furthermore, it would have been insightful to 
have included in the sample those householders who decided not to move 
into the WSURA. But limitations on finances and time precluded such 
a step. 
Yet another limitation is that neither the descriptive nor the 
analytical components of the study considered those residents who were 
displaced as a result of the urban renewal process. The controversial 
. nature of the WSURA program is discussed in the sense that its detractors 
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have characterized it as a program which has benefitted the few--that 
is, realtors and deve10per.s--at the expense of those who are most 
needful of adequate housing. The program has also been criticized as 
a'Negro or people removal ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? a human renewal program.l! 
The WSURA project began in 1963. The average respondent to our 
quext:ionnaire had.. ... J.i .. 'ed .i.n his· or her dr·Te1ling for· a period of 6.0 
years at the time of our initial interviews. Therefore, it would 
have heen difficult to locate and interview those people who had been 
displaced from the WSURA site.!! A report on "Rights and Relocation 
Needs" was prepared and presented at the West Side Urban Renewal Area 
Neighborhood Day Conference, sponsored by Strycker's Bay Neighborhood 
Council, on Saturday, April 29, 1972, at St. Gregory's Church, 144 
West 90th Street.· The report pointed out that when the city took title 
to the property to be developed by the urban renewal program, 17,900 
householders were residing in the WSURA. Approximately 9,000 of these 
householders were scheduled to be relocated, but only 6,000 of them 
had relocation rights under the existing eligibility ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? The 
report states that, under HOD guidelines, relocatees were not guaranteed 
new apartments, but were promised that they would be housed before non 
relocatees. 
At the time the report was written, approximately 1,800 to 2,000 
families had been resettled permanently in the area. Some of the major 
problems regarding relocation were lack of information on the whereabouts 
ISee pages 183 and 203. 
.. . 
2A Report of the Task Force on Relocation.· 
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of displaced families and comprehensive information on family size, 
income, and the desire of presumably qualified displaced families 
to return to the area. 
As most researchers point out, methodology in itself determines 
to ? ? large extent how realistically the study results lend themselves 
to a general statement. The ultimate size ? ? ? the sample--a ·result of 
respondent refusal to cooperate and the absence of householders during 
the field period--also served as a limitation. 
Implications 
The findfngs above, combined with information obtained from a 
group of key informants,l( form a basis of compar.ison that can be 
used in evaluating both housing problems and issues relevent to social 
work. Eight informants were interviewed, representing citizens who 
were involved in the initial planning: The Deputy Director of Public 
Information for the Public Housing Administration, and Acting 
"Assistant to the Chairman of the Planning Board, a community organizer 
consultant assigned by the city to the project, the director of one of 
the active neighborhood associations in the area, and the first project 
director of the WSURA project, a community organizer, and three community 
residents. 
A brief review of the West Side Urban Renewal Project and Plan 
(Chapter II, p. 29) reveals that the city government, responding to poor 
neighborhood conditions and the need to stabilize the community . 
lLimitations of space prevent more discussion of the"key informant 
information; however, our.brief dIscussion aims to provide additional 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? into our above findings. 
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both racially and economically, applied for urban-renewal funds. The 
goals of the urban-renewal project were to eliminate blighted areas 
while encouraging economic and racial balance. These goals were to be· 
met through eleven objectives that are outlined fully on pages 29 and 
30 of this study. The objectives that relate to our study are: 
(1) economic and racial integration: 
(2) reduction of overcrowded housing; 
(3) use of civic design that would ensure a 
harmonious relationship between buildings 
and open space; 
(4) full participation of the local community 
in the entire process. 
The targets included a total of 7,800 new apartments that would 
offer a ltlide range of rents, with emphasis on the provision of living 
space for low and middle-income families. 
The plan for the project included the rehabilitation of 350 
brownstones in order to provide standard apartments that would 
repltlce the overcrowded ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? occupany units. Improvements in 
public services were to be provided such as new schools, playgrounds, 
and better traffic flow. Thus, a decent home environment was also a 
visible goal. 
The key informants reported the city to be a pioneer in two 
specific areas. One, it planned to use a. three-pronged approach to 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? housing, rehabilitation, conservation, and clearance. The 
plann<:l:s did not see clearance ? ? ? land as the major solution to the 
problem. Rehabilitation and conservation were perceived as the way to 
ma:f_nta"in old but good housing stocks while ,building new housing. The 
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hope of the planners was to remove·the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of urban renewal. 
The.second area was citizen participation. To promote this 
phenomenon a community organizer consultant was hired. This was a 
revoluntionary step. One key informant pointed out that the community 
was well organized and had forceful leaders. The Stryker's Bay 
Neighborhood Council was universally praised by the key informants 
'for informing the community about, and involving it in, the WSURA 
project.· Generally, it was felt that the community people were an 
asset to the project. 
Thirty percent of the householders' were' to be low income and 
seventy percent middle income. The initial target was f.or 2,500 units 
of low-in.come housing, 4,000 of middle income, and 1,700 units of full' 
tax-paying apartments. 
An informal guideline of one-third blacks, one-third Puerto Rican, 
and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? whites was instituted. 
Some of the policies and programs that the key. informants felt 
were aimed at encouraging racial integration were: 
(1) The relocation policy. Efforts were made to get 
people who were already in the area to stay. 
(2) Specific programs, such as 236 and rehabilitation 
section 220 7HA, that were directed at providing 
housing for all people. 
(3) The popuiaiion formula was directed toward racial 
and economic stabilization of the' project area. 
183 
(4) Stryker's Bay NEdghbol:'h.ood Association was a ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
of nations" and attempted to keep housing integrated. 
(5) Many housing ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? have actively tried 
to encourage racial and economic integration. 
(6) Skewed rents/charges, as well as rent subsidies 
were directed at providing housing, for a diversified 
group of people. 
. The key informants expressed varied opinions on the success 'of 
the WSURA project. Since all stages of the project have yet to be 
completed, most found it difficult to gauge its success. 
One planner expressed his concern that the staging plans for 
the WSURA did ,not take into account escal'ating construction costs. 
Stages I and II are completed, but due to high construction prices, 
and the desire on the part of some community people to increase the 
percentage of low-income housing, stages III and IV have not been 
finished. 
In planning the project, the values and preferences of the 
decision-maker determined the goals and objectives and a program to 
achieve them. But the data obtained for the present study do not 
indicate that the householders were in conflict with the decision-makers 
and planner. Indeed, the key informants state that citizen input was 
included throughout the planning process. It can be said that the 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? objectives were achieved in varying degrees: 
! .: ? ? , -
Racial integration 
Economic integration 
Reduction of overcrowded housing 
An ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in the physical attractiveness 
of buildings 
Varying levels of community participation. 
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The tot:tl1.ty.of the f.:f.ndings demonstrate·,. that· attitudinal con-
siderations did interact with economic issues in accounting for .the 
householder's decision to move. Clearly, the citizen-input factor 
. . benefitted ? ? ? ? ? decision-makers, because they were able to perceive 
. the tradeoffs people might be ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to make in accepting the WSURA 
.project. 
A. Public versus private intervention 
Many families of moderate and middle income are forced to pay 
over 25 percent of. their income for housing. Thus, they are considered 
"housing poor" .'11 
. There are many points of view regarding public versus private 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? One po·int of view is that the land and construction 
costs have made, and will continue to make, -it impossible for the 
private sector to meet housing needs, especially those of the low-
and moderate-income families, without public subsidy. However, 
subsidization has not always proved beneficial. For example, the 
government has seemingly played a significant role in the separation 
IThe Report' of the President's Committee on Urban Housing, 
A Decent Home, to1ashington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1968. 
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of race and class. l ! Government-sponsored low-income ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? has 
locked more and more non-whites into city areas. Mechanisms have 
not yet been found to move blacks into ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? As their economic 
progress has lifted white families out of the low-income cat·egory, 
many have escaped to the suburbs, joining the ranks of those who 
fight to keep the poor, the aged, and especially the blacks ·out of 
their communities. 
The urban-renewal program is an· example of. one of the programs 
enacted by the Federal government to help ·remove decay and blight. 
It has been·stated that urban renewal, which was also to 
include the concept of human renewal, became sfnply window dressing 
for profit motives.!! Other writers have described the program as 
a "Negro removal program,,3! because so many nonunites were relocated 
into other slum and ghetto areas during the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Urban· renewal. seems to have potential for the rebuilding of 
communities.4! The program provides the following: 
.·(1) Financial assistance to communities for detailed 
study of existing problems and for extensive and 
careful planning for the elimination of these problems. 
lWa1lace F. Smith, Housing. the Socia·1 and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
(Berkeley: University of Berkeley Press, 1970). p. 474. 
2I bid., p. 474 .• 
3A1fred J. Kahn, Studies in Social Policy and Planning ? ? ? ? ? Yo.rk: 
'Columbia University Press, 1971), p. 168. 
4Edward Rutledge and William R. Valentine, "Urban ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Planning for Balanced Communities," Journal of Intergroup Rela t.:.ons, 
vol. II, no. 1 (Winter, 1960-61) p. p. 1. 
I, , 1 "r . 
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(2) The opportunity for communities to develop sound, 
workable programs for the improvement of the 
entire community'. 
(3) The opportunity to fight urban pollution such as 
decay, rat-infested buildi:ngs, overcrowded l·iving 
conditions. dirty streets, and. conges ted .. traffic. 
The potential of the urban renewal program has been noted above, 
but not without appreciation of the fact that many families have been 
displaced because of this program. Legislatively., ·the program addresses 
the possibility of the developmen.t of well-planned, racially integrated 
residential neighborhoods. Political, economic, and social mismanage-
ment of the program has for the most part barred the implementation of 
an effective housing program. 
This study has focused on the attractions that draw people into 
a specific kind of housing, and their subsequent decision to remain 
or move out. Our findings indicate that the people who enjoyed the 
option of moving into this housing were mainly middle-income, profes-
sional families. This factor supports the criticism voiced by many 
opponen·ts of 'the program that it is middle-class in orientation. 
B. Social class and housing 
It has often. been said ? ? ? ? ? the United States is a middle-class 
nation, and, therefore, the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? good" related t·;- housing and other 
general needs is apt to be closely identified with ? ? ? ? interests of 
? ? ? ? ? particular group. The middle-class is ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? as being 
tha sustaining force in our society that aids in'establishing a 
i If -Y 
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neighborhood, helps to ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? good schools, participates socially 
and politically, helps to maintain a viable tax base, and supports 
the maintenance of essential community services. 
The middle-class is white and the poor are disproportionately 
black. The values and interests of the major eco.nomic forces in our 
society are geared toward the middle class which is for the most part, 
white. ? ? ? ? fact makes it impossible to separate questions of race 
from any realistic discussion of social class. 
Based on the statement above, it is then fair to say that the 
30 percent low-income/70 percent middle-income resident requirement 
insured that some problems regarding race were minimized and certain 
major problems regarding race were avoided entirely. This study 
does demonstrate that low SES whites may have perceived themselves 
as being in competition not only with low SES blacks but with high 
SES blacks as well. This phenomenon may bear on the problems of 




C. Integration versus separation 
It is appropriate to discuss the issue of integration versus 
separation since income and status is usually linked to race. Much 
of the literature related to the issues surrounding integration was 
written during the late 1940s, the 1950s, and the 1960s. The 
predominant ideology of the period addressed the goal of achieving 
rad . .!Il ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? . .:J.nd I· .. ' ... • ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? .!'Ict ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? !:;zt ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? for .. :':':" . . ..' . .'," . ? ? . '.':. . :.',. '.' :" . 
the struggle by calling for lithe goal of a decent home and suitable 
living environment for every Americ.an family. "1/, Racial segregation 
was also the focus of the famous case'of Brown versus the Board of 
Education of Topeka, Kansas, in 1954. The ruling resulting from 
this' case held that separate education facilities are inherently 
unequal. During the next d'ecade other legislative, judicial, and 
executive action was enacted with the goal of eliminating racial 
discrimination, and thus providing blacks with nonsegregated housing 
opportunities. The riots of the 1960s were a symptom of the 
frustrations encountered in achieving this goal. Derrick A. Bell, Jr., 
in his article "Integration: Is It a No Win Policy for Blacks?", 
stated that the legislation and policy regarding desegregation were 
"public posture in harmony with the nadon's traditional democratic 
ideals, while continuing actual racial policies that maintain blacks 
in a subordinate and oppressed status."21 
,lHousing in the Seventies, Report of the National Policy Review 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973). 
2Derrick A. Bell, Jr., "Integration: 
Blacks?", ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in Education (Boston; 
Law and Educat:i.c;1. }larch 1972). 
Is It a No 1011.n Policy for 
Mass.: Harvard' Center for 
In August 1970 Ebony magazine devoted its. entire issue to 
separation, integration, and liberation.!/ The contributing 
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? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? presenting their personal definitions, philosophies, 
and ideologies regarding separation and integration--demonstrated 
a commonality and a strong sense of unity toward the meaning of 
liberation in the contemporary black struggle. 
Levine Bennett, Jr., ·in his article "Liberation;" reports 
that integration is usually defined as desegregation, which means 
the opening of all public places and public transactions to all 
citizens.!/· Integration, however, does not refer only to physical 
proximity, but also to the quality and meaning of the togetherness. 
It is based on a two-way movement and highlights the recognition 
and acceptance of man by man. Separation is both a political and 
territorial concept. Segregation is perceived as imposed and 
separation is perceived. as chosen. 3/ 
Representative Shirley Chisholm recently stated that "there 
is an undercurrent of resistance to integration among blacks in areas 
of concentrated poverty and discrimination.,,4/ These blacks see no 
possib1ity for achieving equal opportunity, and thus look in other 
directions for a means of bettering their status. The Congress of 
l"Separation? Integration? Liberation? Which Way Black 
America?", Ebony, vol. XX, no. 10 (August 1970), pp. 1-481. 
2Levine Bennett, Jr., "Liberation," Ebony, OPe cit. 
3Ibid., pp. ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
? ? ? ? New York Times, "Mrs. Chisholm Asserts Blacks Now Resist 
School Integration," May ? ? ? ? 1974. 
. '"(''' .'\ ' 
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Rac'ia1 Equality (CORE) has gone on record as advocating separation 
for political power. However, Kenneth B. Clark, in an article, in 
The New York Times, stated his differences with both black and white 
advocates of separation. He remarked that he was not in agreement 
with separation by blacks or by whites. Although he agreed that 
in.iustice had been done to bl.ackq. he' di.d nr>t feel that' ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
symptoms of inhumanity could be accepted as justification for its 
perpetuation. 11 
Bob Hamilton states that: 
••• the question of integration vs', separation can only 
be meaningful in a situation in which two' or more power 
blocs can come together to' negotiate and make meaningful 
mutual concessions·which can be guaranteed by both sides 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? has the means to inflict penalties, either 
economic, political or physical, on the one which reneges. 
Such a ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? has never existed in the United States 
because whites have always had all three areas over-
whelmingly marshalled to their side .1:..1 
Mr. Hamilton calls upon blacks to stop pursuing. solidarity. He goes 
on to point out that solidarity suggests a certain degree of 
separatism, but blacks should be able to live, as most Americans do, 
in two worlds at once: one of them ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? integrated and the other 
primarily separated.l1 
In SlIDl" although blacks may be conditioned to accept urban 
integrated,housing to a greater extent than whites, it is not 
necessarily true that they are either satisfied with integration 
or uniformly desire it • 
. 
lKenneth B. Clark, "Twenty Years After Brown: The Vnreso1ved 
Dilemma," The New York Times, March :17,. 1974, p.29. 
2Bob Hamilton, "Integration or ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in Black Caucus, 
Fall, '1968, p. 37. 
3navid Danzig, "In Defense of Black Power," Commentary, 42, no.3 
(Septemh':,',7' 1966), pp. 45-46. 
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D. Choice of housing based upon economic 
. considerations vs. attitudinal considerations 
Some studies (Hinshaw and Allott, Rossi, Foote et al. ll indicate 
that preferences in housinb have socio-psychological and economic 
aspects, that is, age, family cycle, income, education, and race. 
Trade tiffs in terms of housing choices are most commonly related to 
economic considerations, especially the desire for more space at a 
low cost in, in some case, a better neighborhood. 
Tradeoffs may have positive as well as negative implications. 
The WSURA did provide opportunities for physical and social contacts 
between people of different races. That the West Side Urban Renewal 
Area was racially integrated means that one of its overall goals 
was achieved at least to some extent.!1 
The Future 
Our study has shown that householders do have housing needs and 
preferences that are influenced by the variables of age, income 
occupation, family cycle, and race. John Turner states that housing 
becomes satisfactory to the users when they have had input into the 
decision-making process,ll and the key informants indicate that such 
input was present in the WSURA project. Housing programs should be 
geared to the economic realities of the· time and the social problems 
of the people. Clearly, 
lHinshaw and Allott, Ope cit., pp. 191-200. See also Peter Rossi, 
Nelson Foote, et a1., Housing Choices and Constraints (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Company, Inc., 1960). 
2Seymond Sudman et a1., "The extent and characteristics· of racially 
integrated ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in the United States," Journal of Business N.d. The 
tolSURA was substa\l[:ia11y integrated because it had 10 percent· or more 
black households. 
3John F. C. !'Jrner and Robert Fichter, Freedom to Build (New York: 
The MacMillian ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?.. 1972), p. 153. 
? ? ? ?1'1 . . 
\ ". 
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planners, who have such a crucial, all incompassing impact on 
people's lives, mus t .. involve these same people more fully in the 
decision-making process. Citizens can help to evaluate progress, 
pressure federal agencies for additional ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and set 
priorities as to needs and programs. In their thinking and in 
their choices that are the result of their thoughts, planners and 
decision-makers of every persuasion must plead guilty to short-
sightedriess.· For who is better able to state what needs should be 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and ? ? ? ? ? than the·very citizens who ? ? ? ? ? be the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
The householders of West 94th Street proved to be a diverse 
and complex group whose interests coincide sometimes; but who should 
never be taken for granted if their neighborhood is to remain a 
desirable place in which to live. Indeed, the attractiveness of 
the area stemmed to a large extent from its location on the Upper 
West. Side of Manhattan, and this area's attendant facilities, rather 
than from shrewd choices on the part of planners. 
A lack of detailed planning· would also seem to be a critical 
shortcoming. Socioeconomic factors point to the differences among 
householders' needs. If .age, income, occupation, family cycle and 
race define varied needs, then no group--neither the most powerful 
. nor the least powerful--however often discuss·ed, should be considered 
predictable and unchanging in its needs. 
Perhaps the most ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? flaw, the socioeconomic problem most 
dEo.sarving of solution, is ? ? ? ? lack of sensitivity toward the problems 
of· all low-income people. The cycle of severely limited income, 
poor education, and the consequent inequality in opportunity 
stigmatizes any claims to a just society. 
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Various plans have been suggested to lure middle-class house-
holders back to the city. These plans are advertized as a means of 
revitalizing the cities. Furthermore, the aim in many cases is to 
attract young, middle-class householders who have been priced out of 
the housing market. 
Our planners must be sensitive to the possible implications of 
such ideas, specifically how such plans may restrict rather than 
JJenefit the poo.r. Would the presence of more .middle-class people 
·help to bring about better schools, safer streets, and improved 
community ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Or would middle-class-only enclaves be 
created, thereby further reducing the housing options of the poor 
of all races? 
The social planner must carefully consider the pros and cons 
of such issues. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? should be placed on providing a broad, 
diverse,and specialized range of housing options that would encompass 
the housing needs of all classes. The most crucial need is to attack 
those problems of the poor, in housing and community services, that 
have been avoided so assiduously in the past. 
The social planner should form coalitions with grass roots 
organizers as well as with other technicians (e.g., economists, lawyers, 
bankers) involved in housing. Coalitions of householders must be 
encouraged that will unite the young white, middle-class householders, 
with the urban poor. Both groups now share common problems related to 
housing options. 
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The planner's knowledge of guidelines, funding sources, and 
other pertinent requirements can.be utilized to benefit community 
residents, particularly the poor. The planner can, in effect, be 
an invaluable resource in successfully negotiating. the bureaucratic 
maze. 
This study. suggests that some ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? needs are common to all 
groups. For example, the high cost of housing effects the low and 
middle-income groups, the young and the old,the single and the 
married. 
Adequate housing is both a basic ? ? ? ? ? and a basic right of 
all people. The planner must influence dec-isions regarding economic 
aspects and social aspects of housing. Planners must·emphasize the 
fact that housing is the largest single investment for most house-
holders and therefore consumes the largest proportion of their 
expenditures. The quality of housing and its availability, affects 
the security, happiness, and stability of. people. A successful 
natinal housing program that will encompass the needs of all groups, 
especially the most deprived, can ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? affect the social and 
economic progress of our nation. 
ytJ , 
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APPENDIX A 
DEFINITION OF HOUSING TERMS, PROGRAMS SERVING 
URBAN RENEWAL, AND OTHER FINANCIAL 
·ARRANGEMENTS AVAILABLE TO 




The following definitions apply to certain terms that are used 
throughout this study. 
Economic Integration is a housing plan designed to accommodate 
households· from various income levels. Generally, the term 
applies tlJ preservation of lOto1 and moderate···rent housing·. 
Head of Household is the major decision-maker regarding decision 
to own, rent, move, remain, or.leave housing. This term is 
used in order to provide for the fact that not every membel, of 
the household will be interviewed in the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? survey. This 
includes both husband and wife. 
Households· are all those occupants or intended occupants of 
housing without regard to the ·capacity in· which they occupy. 
The term includes those who rent or own their dwelling. It ·is 
limited ··to those occupants who have a· role in ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to .mo\'e 
or stay in their housing. 
Ideological Considerations include those pushes or pulls 
related to political, moral, and attitudinal considerations 
given as reasons for moving into, remaining, or leaving 
integrated housing in an urban area.· This suggests that some 
households have moved into integrated housing because of 
political and or moral convictions about integrated living. 
Nonideological or Prgamatic Considerations include those 
pushes and pulls related to the economic and technical con-
siderations, physical amenities, and benefits from housing 
programs and policies given as reasons for moving into, 
remaining in, or leaving integrated housing in an urban area. 
Integrated Housing refers to hO\1.sing con·sciously designed and 
planned to accommodate interracial groups •. Integrated housing 
is not meant to describe merely the level of integration. It 
may be a housing program that has a plan for integration. 
. .. 
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The Urban Renewal Program 
In an effort to face the housing problems in the United States, 
to prevent the spread of city slums, and to halt the white middle-class 
flight to the suburbs, the federal government established the Urban 
Renewal Program. Historical perspective Rholi1S that the program as it 
is known today did not spring up suddenly, and actually has antecedents 
that go back many decades. 
In 1892, the United States Congress appropriated funds to 
investigate slums in cities having a population ov over 200,000 people. 
However, it was not until 1937 that actual federal assistance was given 
to localities to encourage them to participate in an effort to 
eliminate slums and urban blight. Although many cities had attempted 
to resolve the problem, they fell short of their goals because they 
lacked money. The cities made their plight known to Congress and, in 
the 1949 Housing Act, legislation was included which permitted, for 
the first time, any land areas cleared with federal aid to be sold or 
leased to private developers for residential development. Although 
the section of the act delaing with urban renewal is general, it 
states that: 
• • • appropriate local public bodies shall be 
encouraged and assisted to undertake positive 
progr"ams of encouraging and assisting the 
developlrl_nt of well-planned, fntegrated resi-
dential neighborhoods, the development and re-
development of communities, and the production, 
at lower costs, of housing of sound standards 
of design, construction, ltvabi1ity, and size 
for adequate family ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
lScott Greer, Urban Renewal and American Cities (New York: 
Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1965), p. 5. 
It has been reported that urban renewal offers the greatest 
potential for the rebuilding of communities.Y The program provides 
the following: 
1. Financial assistance to communities for detailed study 
of existing problems and for extensive and careful 
planning for the elimination of these problems 
2. The opportunity for communities to develop sound workable 
programs for the improvement of the' entire community 
3. The opportunity to fight urban pollution, ·such as decay, 
rat-infested buildings, overcrowded living conditions, 
dirty streets, and congested traffic 
4. A balanced community that is' economically and racially 
integrated 
5. Counselling and other services to residents of project 
areas 
6. A flexibility that enables each locality to adapt its 
programs to its particular needs. 
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lEdward Rutledge and William R. Valentine, "Urban Renewal Planning 
for Balancec. Communities." Journal of Intergroup Relations, Vol. II, 
No.1 (Winter, 1960-61), p. 1. 
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PROGRAMS BY WHICH URBAN RENEWAL IS ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
The Mitchell-Lama provisions and additional aids to rent programs 
are the major financing vehicles used in our study area. 
Mitchell-Lama 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? refers to a program set up under Article II of 
the Private Housing Finance Law. Housing constructed under this 
program may be either rental or cooperacive and usually rents in 
the middle-income range •. The projects may be new or rehabilitated 
housing. Both the city and the state have Mitchell-Lama programs, 
the only difference being that in one case New York City supplies 
the subsidy·money and in another it is the state whose financial 
help is sought. 
Mitchell-Lama housing may be constructed by a nonprofit sponsor 
or by a limited profit corporation, which is allowed a 6 percent return 
? ? ? its ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? which must also put up 10 percent of the project 
cost for rental housing (5 percent. for cooperatives). Most projects 
receive some sort of tax exemption, that is, the increased value of 
the property resulting from the const.ruction of a new building is not 
taxed during ·the period in which the mortgage is being repayed. Non-
profit sponsors may receive as much as a 100 percent tax ememption. 
The effect this exemption has on the rents is as follows: for every 
10 percent tax exemption the rent per room per month decreases by 
about $1.50. 
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The lower rents which are made possible through the Mitchell-
Lama program come not, only from the tax exemption, but also from 
the lO,nger term of the mortgage (50 years) and the low interest 
rate, approximately 5 percent. 
Additional Aids to Rents 
'Tax ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? low' ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? rates, and 
long-term mortgages usually result in rents ? ? ? ? ? ? moderate-income 
famil:f.o!s can afford. However, in order for low-income families to 
afford apartments in these same privately owned buildings, additional 
subsides must be made available. Four programs which are pertinent 
to this study are as follows: 
Capital Grant. A program under which the New York State 
Housing Finance Agency rents apartments in Mitchell-Lama developments 
and sublets same to "persons and families of low income who would 
otherwise be eligible for occupany in low rent public housing" at 
rentals that are approximately 20 percent of the annual income of 
the family •. Ordinarily no more than 10 to 20 percent of the units 
in any project are leased under this program. The program is funded 
by appropriations made by the New York State Legislature. 
Skewed rent or Charges. When rents and/or charges are 
arranged so that those families designated able to pay are charged 
a larger fee in order to ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? lower-income families. 
Section 23 Leased Public Housing. The Housing Authority 
rents apartments in existing structures and sublets them to eligible 
families at rents comparable to rents ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? for conventional public 
· . , 
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.housing. There is a limit, however, to how much the Housing Authority 
may pay as rent. 
The Hope Loan. is available at low interest for a ten-year 
period. The tenant is expected to pay a minimal down payment and 
the rest is financed through this loan. 
OTHER FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENTS AND PROGRAMS WHICH 
WERE AVAILABLE FOR THE WSURA PROJECT 
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Building or Mortgage Loan. The amount borrowed to cover the project 
cons.truction and other developmental costs. 
Conventional ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Borrowing from a lending institution such 
as a savings bank, commercial bank, savings and loan institution, 
insurance company, pension fund or mortgage company at normal pre-
.vai1ing. or market interest rates. Banking statutes regulating such 
. lending institutions ordinarily restrict such conventional loans to 
amounts that do not exceed approximately 75 to 80 percent of the 
appraised value of the proposed building or proposed rehabilitation 
and the underlying land. ? ? ? ? ? ? of the brownstone owners sought this 
type,of funding.) 
FHA Insured Housing. Various housing under which the Federal Housing 
Administration (FHA) insures or guarantees loans made by conventional 
banking or financial institutions. An FHA insured loan can be for 90 
percent of the total project cost in the case of limited-profit housing 
projects and up to 100 percent of project costs in the case of nonprofit 
or cooperative housing projects. The term of the loans are usually 
forty years for multifamily new construction or rehabilitation projects. 
MOst of the FHA new-construction programs are severely restricted in 
the New York City' area by statutory mortgage limits, which have been 
, , 
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established per dwelling unit by the number of bedrooms. The profit 
of limited-dividend or limited-profit owners is limited to a 6 percent 
return on 10 percent equity. Tax exemption and abatement under state 
and local laws i.s available for this type of housing. 
Municipal Loan. A program under which owners of existing mUltiple 
dtl7ellings may borrow funds. ? ? ? ? ? ? the r.:tty of Netl7 ? ? ? ? ? for the purpose. 
of rehabilitating these ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? The loan may be for up to 90 . 
percent of the appraised value of the building after the proposed 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? The term of the mortgage loan may be no longer than 
thirty years. As in the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? program, the city finances 
these loans by selling tax-exempt municipal bonds, and the interest 
rate charged .to the owner of the building is lower than he would 'pay 
to a bank should a bank finance the rehabilitation or him. 
Public Housing. Conventional public housing is developed in New' York 
City by the New York City Housing Authority. The entire debt service 
arising from the construction of the project is covered by government 
subsidy. 
Section 236 subsidy. Under Section 236 of the National Housing Act, 
Congress is authorized to appropriate federal funds to be used to 
subsidize or reduce the interest charges to as low as 1 percent on 
housing loans. This interest reduction subsidy is available for projects 
developed under the FHA insured Section 236 Housing Program or for state 
or municipally aided projects such as Mitchell-Lama or municipal loan 
projects. Since interest charges on the mortgage loan are a main 
determinant of rents, a substantial reduction of the interest 
charge results in a substantial reduction in rent. 
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Section 236 aided housing is limited to families whose adjusted 
gross income does not exceed 135· percent of the local public housing 
limits. However; 20.percent of Section 236 aided housing may be 
rented to families whose incomes do not exceed 90 ·percent of the 
income limits prescribed for the housing program established under 
Section 22l/DJ of the National Housing Act (no longer a funded 
program). These limits are approximately 10 to 15 percent higher 
than the regular 236 income limits. 
Up to 40 percent of the units in a project aided by the 
Section 236 Interest Reduction Subsidy may be rented to the Housing 
Authority under the Section 23 Leased Public Housing Program for 
subletting at public housing rent levels to persons and families 
eligible for public housing. Allor part of this 40 percent may be 
aided under the Rent Supplement Program established under Section 101 
of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965. The income limits 
of the Rent Supplement Program are the local public housing limits. 
Under this program the tenant pays 25 percent of his income to rent 
or 30 percent of the rent as subsidized by Section 236, whichever is 
lower. 
Apartments in a project aided by Section 236 Interest Reduction 
Subsidy may be rented to over-income families who must, however, pay 
the fair market rental charge, which is determined on the basis 
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operating the project without any interst-reduction payments. 
Families who are eligible for the Section 236 program must pay 
rental charges equal to 25 percent of their adjusted gross income or 
the basic rental charge (rent when reduced by the interest subsidy),. 
whichever is greater. 
Adjusted gross. income is computed by excluding from income: 
(1) $300 for· each minor residing with the family; (2) 5 percent of 
gross income; (3) unrecurring unusual·income; and (4) secondary 
income earned by minors residing with the family. 
Legislation has been enacted pursuant to which HUD is 
authorized to apply Sectidn 236 'Subsidy to existing buildings • 
. However, HUD has administratively elected not to implement this 
legislation. 
Section 236 subsidy may be used with new construction or 
rehabilitation. 
Note: Some of the above terms have been taken from a glossary 
prepared by Martin McCarthy, member of Task Force on Economic Tools 
in Housing, for presentation at: 
West Side Urban Renewal Area Neighborhood Day Conference, 
Sponsored by Strycker's Bay Neighborhood Council, 
Saturday, April 29, 1972 at St. Gregory's Church, 
144 West 90th Street, New Yo.rk, New York. 
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The key role of the federal government in the Urban Renewal 
Program is to provide financial assistance!1 and to establish program 
standards and requirements. The federal government is able to take 
two-thirds of the cash loss involved in the process of buying land . 
and write down its value to what the market will bring. Land can be 
bought through market negotiations or through compulsory purchase by 
virt.ue of· the power of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? domain. 
In order to quality for urban renewal· assistance, the designated 
project area must be a slum or a blighted or deteriorating area. An 
area is classified as "blighted" "if it contains at least two environ-
mental deficiencies, ? ? ? ? ? as excessive· densities, obsolete.building 
types, unsafe or deficient .streepatterns, or detrimental and 
incompatible land uses. At least 20 percent of the buildings in the 
area must be considered substandard to a substantial degree. 
The state government al·so has a distinct role in the urban 
renewal program. The state primarily provides the legal authority 
that authorizes cities to undertake urban renewal and which also can 
limit local renewal operations. Some states also provide direct 
financial and technical assistance to cities for urban renewal. 
The local city government plans and implements urban renewal 
projects, usually under the authority of a local public agency 
pursuant to state policy. The cities have the primary responsibility 
lIt has been reported that the Urban Renewal Agency has spent 
. more than three billion dollars on this program. Alvin Toffler, 
. Future Shock (New York: Random House, 1970),p. ? ? ? ? ?
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for the operation of urban renewal programs. Local planning agencies 
may be subagencies of the city government, may combine with existing 
housing authorities, or remain separate legal entities. 
The federal government's requirements that local agencies 
initiate programs and that local communities contribute part of 
the costs is meant to assure both the free choice of the local 
community and its commitment to the program. The Urban Renewal 
Program has been a controversial program. Detracto"rs have called 
it a program that has benefited the realtors and developers and has 
provided very little assistance to the people who really need housing. 
While there are pros and cons in any debate, this study has "explored 
the program only as a vehicle for providing housing alternatives "and 
choices and for ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? whether or not the program served to 
influence householders' decisions to move into the West Side Urban 
Reaweal Area (WSURA). (See description of the West Side Urban 





. HOUSEHOLD QUESTIONNAIRE 
Hello, my name is ________________ _ 
I am asking people in this block of the West Side Urban Renewal Area about 
how they made their choice of housing and how they presently' feel about their 
choice. I would like to ask you a number of questions. Any information you 
give me will be kept completely confidential. 
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1. I'd like to know how long you have lived in this apartment/house? 
number of years or months 
2. Do you own or rent this apartment I h?use? (circle apartment or house) 
Down o rent 
. 3. How many times have you moved during the last 10 years? 
number 
4. Where did you live right before moving to 94th Street? 
Street 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
City ------------------------------------------------------
State 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
5. Was your previous home a single family house, a two-family duplex, an apartment, 
or what? 
o Single family house o Apartment o Two-familY duplex o Other (specify) ____ - ______ _ 
6. How many ? ? ? ? ? ? were there in that (house I apartment) when you moved out (not 
counting bathrooms)? . 
house ________ _ apartment _____ _ 
number number 
7. Did you own or rent (house I apartment)? (circle apartment or house) 
o Own (ask A) o Rent (ask B) o Other (go to O. 8) 
A. If owned: To the nearest $1,000, what would you say that 
place was worth when you moved out? $ _______ _ 
B. If rented: How much rent were you paying when you moved 
out? (to the nearest $10 a month) $ ------
Ask if R lives in C. If cooperative owned: What were you paying 
. cooperative housing. for maintenance? $ ------
8. How many people live in this household? 
Respondent 
A 
Name and relationship 
to head of household 
B 




Code sex of each 





Coda H"usband (3) 
Wife (4) 
9. How many rooms (not counting the bathrooms) are in your present apartment/house? 
number 
10. How many people were there in your previous apartment/house? (The last place R 
lived before moving to present apartment/house) 
number 
11. How many people were there in your household ? ? ? ? ? you moved" in this house/apartment? 
number 
12. What were the things which you liked and disliked about the apartment/house you lived 
"in before moving here? 
A. Those things you liked? (probe) 
B. Those things you disliked? (probe) 
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13. How is this neighborhood different from your previous neighborhood? (probe) 
14. Do you like this neighborhood better, about the same, or not as much as the previous 
neighborhood you lived in? . 
o Better o Not as much o About the same o Don't know 
15. What was the most important factor in your decision to move out of your previous 
place? (probe) . 
16. Would you please tell me which things on this card were important in your decision to 
moye out of your previous place? (show R the hand card) 
A B 
IMPORTANT NOT IMPORTANT If more than one in "A" 
(R may choose (R may choose of these, which was the 
more than one) more than one) single most ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in 
your decision to move? 
(Check ONL V ONE in B) 
Wanted a better neighborhood 0 0 0 
Wanted 8 location closer to job 0 O· 0 
Wanted 8 location closer to friends 0 0 0 
Wanted a genemlly more ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? location 0 0 0 
Wanted to own instead cif rent 0 0 0 . 
The old neighborhood was changing physically 0 0 0 
The old neighborhood was becoming unsafe 0 0 0 
The old neighborhood was not inte9rated 0 0 0 
It was becoming too expensive to live there 0 0 0 
The public schools weren't very good 0 0 0 
Wanted more living space 0 0 0 
None of these 0 0 0 





17. What were some of your initial expectations of living in the W.S.U.R.A.? (probe) 
18. Were these expectations met? (probe) 
DYes 
o No 
19. Now here is a Ust of expectations people have given as important to their final decision 
to move to a New Place. Please tell me for each one whether it was important or not to 
your final decision to move into the W.S.U.R.A. Check each item. (Show R the hand 
card) 
A B 
IMPORTANT NOT IMPORTANT If morethan one in" A" 
(R may choose (R mey choose of these, which is the 
more than one) more than one) single most Important in your decision to move? 
(CHECK ONt V ONE in B) 
The reletlvelv low cost housing. 0 0 0 
Convenience to work 0 0 0 
Good public sc;,ool system 0 0 0 
Having neighborhood with safe streets 0 0 0 
Having B good size apartment 0 0 0 
Tha nice appearance of the neighborhood 0 0 0 
Good neighborhcDd facilities 0 O· 0 
Convenience to friends and relatives 0 O· 0 
Convenience to shopping 0 0 0 
Convenience to recreational facilities 0 0 0 
The quality of bousing construction 0 0 0 
Having neiGhbors of 8 different race 0 0 0 
Having neighbors of similar ideology 0 0 0 
Having neighbors of d:nilar incDmo 0 0 0 
Convenience to hospital and other social welfare services 0 0 0 





20. Taking all things into consideration, are you entirely ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? fairly satisfied, fairly 
dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied with this (house/apartment) in the W.S.U.R.A.? 
o Entirely satisfied o Very dissatisfied o Fairly satisfied o Don't know o Fairly dissatisfied 
21. Please tell me whether you are satisfied, very satisfied, dissatisfied, or'very dissatisfied 
with each of these things in your house/apartment in the W.S.U.R.A. 
Very Very Don't 
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Know . 
A. Physical layout of the building 0 0 0 0 0 
B. Appearance of building (esthetic) 0 0 0 0 0 
C. Maintenance of building 0 0 0 0 '0 
D. Size of rooms 0 0 0 0 0 
E. Number of rooms 0 p 0 0 0 
F. Friendly neighbors . d 0 0 0 O· 
G. Skewed rents 0 0 [j 0 0 
H. Racial mixing 0 0 0 0 0-
I. Mixing of diff8lent income groups . 0 0 0 0 0 
J. Cleanliness of neighborhood 0 0 0 0 0 
K. Safety of streets 0 0 0 0 0 
l. Fire protection 0 0 0 0 0 
M. Polica protection 0 0 0 0 0 
N. Management of building q 0 ,0 0 0 
22. Considering'both (apartment/house and neighborhood), would you say that in general 
you are more satisfied now than when you first moved ? ? ? ? ? ? less satisfied, or about the 
same? o More (go to O. 23) o Same (skip to O. 24) o Less (go to Q. 23) o Don't know (skip to a. 24) 
23. In what ways are you (more/less) satisfied now? (probe: In what other way?) 
24. Have you (or someone you know) been a victim of a crime? 
o Yes (if Yes, ask A.) 0 No 
A. What was the ethnicity of the person who committed the ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Ethnicity 0 Don't know. 
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25. Within the last year or so, has the family: 
A. Seriously gone out and looked for another place to live? 
DYes 0 No 0 Don't know 
B. Seriously talked about moving out of the W.S.U.R.A. without going out to look? 
DYes 0 No 0 Don't know 
26. What is the main reason you have not moved? 
27. Do you think you will ever move from W.S.U.R.A.? o Definitely (go to Q. 28) o Probably (go to Q. 28) o Probably not (ask A & B & skip to Q. 33) o Definitely not (ask A & B & skip to Q. 33) o Don't know (ask A & B & skip to O. 33) 
If Probably Not, Definitely Not, or Don't Know: 
A. Would you be willing to move out of this neighborhood if it meant being able to 
get more space in a house or apartment at the, same price? 
DYes 0 No 0 Don't know 
B. Would you be willing to move from this neighborhood if it meant being in a more 
convenient location at the same price? ,-
DYes 0 No 0 Don't know 
(Go to O. 33) 
28. What is the main reason you (will/might) move? (probe) 
(Go to Q. 29) 
29. Where do you think you might move: Within this same neighborhood, outside this 
neighborhood, but in this city; outside this city, but in a metropolitan area; or somewhere 
else? o Same neighborhood (skip to O. 33) o Same city (skip to 0.31) o Outside this city, but in a metropolitan area o Someplace else (probe and go to Q. 30) o Don't know (skip to Q. 33) 
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30. Do you think that will be a large.city, suburb, medium-size city, town, open country 
or farm? . o Large city 0 Town . o Suburb 0 Open country or farm o Medium-size city 0 Don't know 
31. What is the most important thing you will be looking for in a new neighborhood, that 
you feel you don't have here? (probe) 
32 .. What is the most important thing you will be looking for in a new (house/apartment) 
that you don't have here? ·(probe) 
33. If you were to move from this neighborhood, what do you think you would miss the 
most? (probe) 
34. Have any of your neighbors moved? 
*If Yes, why? (probe) 
DYes D. No 
35. Do any of head of household/your reiatives live in theW.S.U. R.A.? 0 Yes 0 No 
36. Think of the person you most often see socially. How is that person related to you 
(or to the head of the househol.d)7 
o Not related o Relatives 
37. Does this person you see most socially live in the W.S.U.R.A.? 
38. What is the race or ethnic group of this person? 
o Black 0 White 






o Low income 0 Moderately middle income o Middle income 0 Upper income 
. 39. Would ? ? ? ? say that most people in the neighborhood have about the same income, that 
there are differences of a few thousand per year between top and bottom, or that there 
are very large differences in income? 
o Same income o Very large differences o Differences of a few thousand o O·on't know 
40. Do these different income groups socialize ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? a great deal, somewhat, or not at all? 
o A great deal 0 Not at all o Somewhat . 0 Don't know 
Is there any tension between any of these groups? 
o Ves (ask A) 0 No o Don't know 
A. If Ves, why? (probe) 
41. I am told that both Blacks and Whites live in this neighborhood (94th Street). What 
would you estimate the proportion or each group to be? . 
Black % White % 
42. Do these groups socialize together a great deal, somewhat, or not at a1l7· 
o A great deal 0 Not at all o Somewhat 0 Don't know 
43. Is there any tension between any of the Black and White groups? 
o Yes (ask A) . 0 No o Don't know 
A.· If Yes, why? (probe) 
. 44. Were there any community organizations who played a major role in integrating 
th is neighborhood? 
DYes (ask A & B) DNo o Don't know 
If Yes: 
A. Which ones were they? 
B. What types of action did they take? 
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45. Old tile housing management playa role in trying to integrate this apartment/house? 
o Yes (ask A)· 0 No 0 Don't know 
If Yes: 
A. What types of action did it take? 
46. Do you know of any housing policy or program which was undertliken by the government 
to help all kinds of people to live in this neighborhood (94th Streed? 
o Yes (ask A & B) 0 No 0 Don't know 
·If Yes: 
A. What type of housing policy or program was enacted? (probe) 
B. Were you aware of this policy or program when you moved into this apartment! 
house)? 
D Yes (probe how) o No 
C. Did it playa role in your decision to move here? 
o Yes (probe how) 0 No 
11 
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47. Which of the following things has someone in your family done in the past few months 
with a (Black/White) family living in the neighborhood (94th Street)? Note: If a 
Black respondent, ask what family has done with a White family; if a White respondent, 
ask what family has done with a Black family. Check Yes or No for each item asked. 
(Show R the hand card.) 
YES NO 
1. Stopped and talked when we met 0 0 
2. Attended the meeting of a neighborhood or group together 0 0 
3. Had an informal chat together in their (or our) home 0 D 
4. Had dinner or a party together at their (or our) home 0 0 
5. Went out together for dinner or a movie 0" 0 
Ask if they have 6. Their children played outdoors with our children 0 0 
children under 7. Their children played indoors with our children 0 0 
18; otherwise 8. Their children got together with our children in 0 0 go to 0.48. some neighborhood groups 0 0 
48.' What were your attitudes about (BlackslWhites) prior to moving here to the W.S.U.R.A. 
(94th Streed? (probe) , 
If R is White, ask 
attitudes about 
Blacks: if Black, 
ask about attitudes 
regarding Whites. 
49. Here is a list of different races. Please indicate your feelings as to whether you would, 
like, wouldn't like, wouldn't mind, would dislike a close kinship by marriage? Please 
give your first reaction to each one by checking box. 
Oriental White Black Puerto Rican 
1. Would like 0 0 0 0 
2. Wouldn't like 0 0 0 0 
3. Wouldn't mind 0 0 0 0 
4. Would dislike a close 
kinship by marriage 0 0 0 0, 
12 
220 
50. Please read the following statements and indicate whether you strongly agree (SA), 
moderately agree (MA), moderately. disagree (MO), strongly disagree (SOli·or are 
ind ifferent (I). 
SA MA MO SO 
1. Integration is the goal of all ethnic groups 
in America. 0 0 0 0 0 
2. People of different ethnic backgrounds 
should integrate. D 0 D. 0 0 
3. In order to maintain a nice residential 
neighborhood it is best ·to prevent Blacks 
from living in it. 0 O· 0 D 0 
4. Ethnic communities are necessary for the 
preservation of cultural heritage. 0 0 0 0 0 
5. Blacks should be able to integrate wjthout 
losing their identity as Blacks. D 0 D D 0 
6. Steps should be taken -to insure the con· 
tinued existence of ethnic ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 0 o· 0 D 0 
7. Blacks tend to lower the general standards 
by their willingness to do the most menial 
work and to live under standards that are 
far below average. D 0 D D D 
a. Most people don't care what happens to 
the next fellow. D 0. 0. D 0. 
9. It is ? ? ? ? ? ? for Blacks and Whites to marry. 0. 0. 0. 0 0. 
10. A meaningful friendship can only be 
formed between two people of the same 
ethnic group. 0. 0 0. D 0. 
51. Here is a list of different races. Please indicate your feelings as to whether you would 
like, wouldn'.t like, wouldn't mind, would dislike having a member of that race as a 
member of your social club as personal chums. Please give your first reaction to each 
one by checldng box. 
Oriantal White Black Puerto Rican 
1. Would like D 0 0 D 
2. Wouldn't like 0 0 0. G 
3. Wouldn't mind 0. 0 0 0. 
4. Would dislike having a member 
of that race as a member of my 
social club as personal chums D O.· D 0. 
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52. Has your attitude about (BlackslWhites) changed since you moved here? 
o Yes (if so, in what way - probe) 0 No 0 Don't know 
53. If you ever moved from here, would you move into another neighborhood like this one, 
in which both Black and White families live? 
DYes 0 No 0 Depends (if so, on what - probe) 
54. Thinking of all your relatives, close friends and people you work with, in general, are 
most of them strongly in favor of your living in such a neighborhood (as 94th Street), 
moderately in favor, moderately opposed, strongly opposed, or don't they care? 
Relatives Close Friends People You Work With 
Strongly in favor 0 0 0 
Moderately in favor 0 0 0 
Don't care 0 0 0 
Moderately opposed 0 0 0 
Strongly opposed 0 0 0 
Don't know 0 0 0 
55. Here is a list of different races. Please indicate your feelings as to whether you would 
like, wouldn't mind, would dislike members of that race as neighbors. Please give your 
first reaction in each case by checking box. 
Orie.ntal Whito Black Puerto Rican 
1. Would like :0. 0 0 0 
2. Wouldn't like 0 0 0 0 
3. Wouldn't mind 0 0 0 '0 
4. Would dislike members of 
'tt!at race as neighbors 0 0 0 0 
56. Before moving into this neighborhood, did you (husband or wife) ever live in any other 
. neighborhood where both Black :lnd White families lived? (ask both Black and White 
respondents) . 
, 0 Yes (if Yes, ask A 1-3) 0 'No 
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A. If Yes: 
1. Where and when was that? 
2. Why did you move from the neighborhood? 
3. Were you very happy, pretty happy, or not happy in that neighborhood? 
rj Very happy o Pretty happy o Not too happy 
57. I would like to ask about the services and faciHties"that are in the W.S.U. R.A. as com· 
pared to other areas. Please mark your answer with a check. 
Batter Within Better in About the Same 
Services W.S.U.R.A. Previous Neigh· in Some Areas 
borhood Don't Know 
A. Schools" 0 0 0 0 
B. Shopping facilities 0 0 0 0 
C. Fire protection 0 0" 0 0 
D. Maintenance 0 n D 0 
E. Garbage collection 0 0 0 0 
F. Public transportation 0 0 0 0 
G. Local parks and playgrounds 0 0 0 0 
H. Health and medical services 0 0 0 0 
I. Restaurants 0 0 0 0 
J. Recreational programs for 
children, i.e., settlement houses 0 0 0 0" 
K. Theaters 0 0 0 0 
58. I would like t'! ask you about the role of the local, regional and federal government in 
terms of providing services to the W.S.U.R.A. 
BetturWilhin Batter in AboutthaSama Services W.S.U.R.A. "Previous Neigh· in Soma Araas Don't Know 
borhood 
A. Rent subsidies "0 0 0 0 
B. Loans and mortgages 0 0 0 0 
C. Housing policies regarding 
integration 0 0 0 0 
D. Spedal programs to improve 
the area 0 0 0 0 
E. Other (specify) 0 0 0 0 
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59. Here is a list of different races. Please indicate your feelings as to whether you would 
like, wouldn't mind, would dislike a member of that race employed in your same 
occupation. Please give your first reaction in each case by checking box. 
Oriental White Black Puerto Rican 
1. Would like '0 0 0 0 
2. Wouldn't like 0 0 0 0 
3. Wouldn't mind 0 0 0 0 
4. Would dislike a member of this 
race employed in my same 
occupation 0 0 0 0 
60. Do you belong to any community organization in the W.S.U.R.A.? 
o Yes (go to 0: A) "0 No 
A. List the organizations which you belong to and whether you are very active, 
active, or somewhat active. 






























o Radical o Middle of the road o Liberal o Conservative 
62. Would you say that people in this neighborhood voted Democratic, Republican or 
Other in the last election? 
o Democratic o Other (specify) o Republican o Dun't know . 
63. For whom did you vote in the last few elections? 
1964 1968 1912 
Republican candidate o Nixon o Goldwater o Nixon 
Democratic candidate o Kennedy o Johmon o McGovern 
Other (specify) 0 0 0 
Didn't vote 0 0 0 
Can't remember 0 0 0 
64. Are you enrolled as a: o Republican o Democrat 
o Independent o Liberai o Conservative o Other (specify) o Not enrolled 
65. Are you (head of household) presently employed?· 224 
DYes 0 No (if no, ask if unemployed-or retired) 
66. What is your. (head of household) job title? (probe if not clear) 
If not presently working, what job title did you (or head of household) have when 
you worked? (skip to Q. 68) .. 
67. What is the address of the place you (head of household) now work? (please give the 
exact address or nearest cross streets) 
Street ____ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
City _______________________________ _ 
State ______________________________________________ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
68. What was your total family income during the last 12 months? (please state the nearest 
$1,000 before taxes) 
$ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Note: If respondent refuses or doesn't. know, the interviewer should encourage the 
respondent to give an estimate and the interviewer should give an estimate. 
Respondent's estimate ______________________________ _ 
Interviewer's. estimate _______________________________ _ 
69. Please tell me the amount of rent ("or maintenance fee, if cooperative) you are presently 
paying per month. $-----------------------
70. Is the current income of your family about the same or less than it was a year ago? 
o More 0 About the same 0 Less 
. 71. A year from now, do you expect your family income to be more, about the same, or 
less than it is now? 
o More 0 About the same . 0 Less 0 Don't know 
72. Taking all things into consideration, how would you say things are these days: very 
happy, pretty happy, not too happy? (probe - Why?) 
o Very happy 0 ? ? ? ? ? ? happy 0 Not .too happy 
73. Please tell me the last grade you completed in school. 
(Circle Category) 
0-8 years 
1-2 years high school 
3-4 years high school 
1-2 years college 
3-4 years college 
more than 4 years college 
other kinds of schooling,SPECIFY: 




Name of householder(s) 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ____________________________________________________ __ 
City & State __________________________ ? ?____________ _ 
Telephone No. _____________________________ _ 
Respondent's Race: o White o Blacl< o Other (specify) 
Date of Interview _______________ ,......;..._ 
Total Length of Interview (in minutes) _______________ _ 




INSTRUCTIONS TO INTERVIEWERS 
-1-
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The covering sheet (pink or green) should be answered by 
interviewer. All questionnaires must have the assigned case 
number (or respondent number) on .this page and also on the 
interviewer's page (last page of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
The Interviewer is responsible for administering the questionnaire • 
. All responses should ? ? recorded ? ? the interviewer. 
Head of household may include: 
1. legal owner, renter or subletter 
2. Both husband and wife 
If both husband and wife are jointly interviewed, code 
W if wife's response is different or H if husband's response ·is 
different. 
Interviewing procedure: 
Start from left side of floor· 
I 1 .. 
Elevator 
Note: This procedure 
will not be used for 
Black respondents for 
they all will be 
included in the 
sample. 
Note: 2-3 call backs if no"";response. .Go to dwelling immediately 
"left of" target apartment;if not home, go to the apartment immediately 
right of that apartment. 
-2-
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? ? ? ? ? ? You Should Say 
1. If ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? who is doing this survey? 
This survey is being done for a doctoral dissertation. 
The doctoral program is under the auspices of Columbia University 
School of Social Work. We are trying to get ? ? ? ? ? idea of the 
decisions householders make regarding where they live. 
2 •. If respondent presses for a better answer on auspices: 
Wall ••• I'm a professional interviewer. The principal 
inves.tigator is Mi:s • Shirley J • Jones. She· is a doctoraf student 
at Columbia University. She would be glad to explain the survey 
to you. Would you like her telephone number so you could· call 
her? 
If yes, home 233-1278 (evenings and weekends) 
office (516) 444-2148/2149 
3. What is the .West Side Urban Renewal Area (WSURA)? 
From 86th Street to 96th Street from Amsterdam Ave. to 
Central Park West.· 
A. Neighborhood includes the block 94th Street and the 
surrounding area.' 
Specifications.re: Questions 
Question 7· (pg.2) own (Ask A) 
rent (Ask B) 
include: cooperative (Ask C) 
? ? ? ? ? ? (go to:Q. 8) 
Question 8 (pg.3) 
Question 24 (pg.6) 
.. OMIT,Coding-in Column C & D 




Questions '16,19,2l,47,50-----Hand Card should be shown 
to R. Interviewer records the response on the questionnaire. 
Question 30 (pg.8) These aspects halp to define the large and 
medium city, town, suburb and open country or 
. farm. 
A. Large City = 1,000,000 or more ·inhabitants 
i • e .• , New York, ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
B. Medium Size City = 50,000 or more inhabitants or less 
i.e., . Syracuse, NY. 
c. Town = 1,000 or more inhabitants. Larger than a village 
and comprising a geographical and political' 
community unit, but not incorporated as a city. 
A sub-division.of.a county. 
D. Suburb = A place adjacent to a city. 10,000 or more 
inhabitants. A politically independent 
? ? ? ? ? or an unincorporated unit. 
E. Open Country or farm = 
QUestion 38 (pg.9) 
rural area or agricultural area. 
The area contains little or no 
industry. Inhabitants are less 
than 2,500. 
How would' you classify the income of that person? 
This should be based upon R's perception. After he gives a response, 
ask what he estimates income to be. 
If R. doesn't know classification, ask him to give an estimate. 
Question 46 (pg.lO) 
Housing Policy •••• a specific guideline or law. 
Housing ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?••• a direct or indirect social or financial service 
or program. 
Question 60 (pg.15) 
o. • Probe to see if they ,belong-to tenant and/or 94th St. Block 
Association 
. I. .- - .. -. 
230 . Question 65-67 (pg.16) 
Interviewer may include responses from both husband and wife. 
Code (H) for husband and (W) for wife. 
Question 68 (pg. 16) 
Round off figures 
Note: ·This should apply to all questions asking dollar amounts. 
Question 72 (pg.16) 
Interviewer· should let R define for himself "Taking all things 
into consideration". 
For interviewer ••• all things ••• might include housing, neighborhood, 
employment, health·, ? ? ? ? ? ?
Interviewer's Sheet 
Comments:· 
Include in your comments the following aspects: 
1 •. How did R. respond to interview? 
suspicious or guarded . 
forgetful or confused 
silly, inappropriate remarks and behavior 
indecisive in answering questions 
Hostile 
friendly and/or cooperative 





3. Briefly describe Rls grooming 








1. Usually the first meaningful reaction to a question is the 
important or true one. Don't record an y changes in an answer 
to a past question if you already have gone on to other items. 
Note at the point he wishes to go back that the respondent now 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? he would say something else. 
2. But don't record a "don't know" answer.too quickly. People 
say "I don't know" when stalling for time to· arrange their thoughts. 
The phrase merely may ? ? ? an introduction to a meaningful comment, so 
give the respondent a little time to think. 
3. When straight "Yes" and "No" answers are accompanied by qual-
ifications such as "Yes, if ••• " or "Yes, but not.," record the , 
comments, regardless of whether space has been provided for them. 
Later ·they may reveal something .important about the question which 
·was '·not 'onticipated. 
4. Record comments or remarks just as they are given. The exact 
·words people use to describe their feelings are ·important. Include 
the flavor of language used, rather than summarize the comments in 
your own words. Of course, ·if the comment is lengthy· and you cannot 
write dOl..m every word, make notes that give the sense and the style 
of the comment. Use abbreviations that are understandable, so in 
checking over the interview you can fill in the content of the answer. 
S. Get specific cOllUnents, not vague, meanginless generalities like 
"I like it because it's good" or "because it's interesting" or "It's 
okay." Ask "Why" in such cases. 
6. Reep talking ;as you write,. As the second question as you record 
the response to the first. Start the respondent thinking about a 
question. If you let a silence ? ? ? ? ? ? he has more opportunities to 
become distracted, bored, resentful, or'may even change his mind. 
Keep the rencil and notebook as inconspicuous as possible. Keep eye 
contact with the respondent, and do the writing unobtrusively. This 
is one key to the informal atmosphere essential t9 successful inter-
views. 
7. Focus the respondent's attention on the questions. If he wants 
to talk about ? ? ? ? new car or the New Frontier, politely but firmly 
steer him back to the question. Smile and say,"That's interesting ••• 
now what would you say about this question?"· 
? ? ?
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8. Record all the answers.yourself; .never allow the respondent 
to·do so. Under no circumstances should he see the questions, for 
if he knows what is coming he is already contriving an answer. 
Exception: Sometimes there is a separate section in the 
questionnaire that the respondent is asked to fill out. 
9. Get all the information you are asked to get. That means, 
ask every question and record every answer-in the correct place. 
A questionnaire with serious omissions or errors may have to be 
discarded. The ordinary analyst cannot guess answers. Therefore 
check over th·e questionnaire at the end of each interview before 
you.leave. the .. respondent's ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? You ... can't. QUpp1.y amn..rcrs 
····aftu ... ,·you leave:- Say, "Now, let's see if we've got everything," 
to allow you to look over each question to see that it is answered 
and the answer recorded correctly. This applies to the demographic 







Never do any of the following: 
1. Never interview more than one person in the same family or 
the same housing unit. Members of one family are likely to 
share the same opinions on many subjects, and the sample calls 
for the diverse opinions of the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
2. Never interview your friends. Strangers are preferred-because 
you'll find it easier to be objective· and impartial with them. 
3. Never interview by telephone. It is impossible to ·convey the 
subtleties of questions intended for a personaT interview. Too, 
respondents find it easier to hang up than to.refuse the interview 
at the door. . 
? ? ? Never take a friend or anyone ·else along when you do inter-
viewing. Go alone. Respondents tv.Lll be more inhibited in the 
presence of "extra" interviewers. 
s. Never allow anyone other than the designated res.pondent to 
answer your questions. Seek privacy. If others must be present 
and they start talking, or if the respondent asks for their opinions, 
tell him only his opinions are important. Gently but firmly instruct 
family members not to interrupt. . 
6. Never let someone else do the work for you. Substitutes are 
worthless, since you are the trained interviewer. r"f you.cannot 
complete the work yourself, notify the study director at once. 
7. Never reveal the details of your job or of specific interviews 
to others. The information you obtain is confidential and you must 
respect this. 
8. Never .correct errors on someone else's advice. Instead, tell 
the director about your difficulties. 
9. Never falsify i.nterviews. All work is carefully examined and 
methods of detecting false information have been devised. It isn't 
worth the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to do the job ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? or wrong. 
Always do each of the following: 
1. Always follow instructions carefully. 
2. Always study the questionnaire until you are familiar with 
all the questions. 
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3. Always use the brief introductory approach written into the 
questionnaire. 
4. Always be completely neutral, informal, conscientious. 
5. Always read questions just as they are written. 
6. Always ask all of the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
7. Always ask questions in the order they appear. 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? record comments accurately. 
9. Always interview only the proper person at the housing unit 
designated by your procedure. 
10. Always check. each questionnaire to make sure you have 
. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? eve·ry item • 
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School of Social Welfare 
!--IEALTH SCIENCES CENTER 
State University of New York at Stony Brook 
Stony Brook, New York 11790 
516 444-2138 
Ms. Ellen Einiger 
'25 Fifth Ave. 
Apt. 'tlOE 
New York, Wew York 
Dear Ms. Einiger: 
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June 5, 197'3', 
Enclosed is' a typeqcopy of the specification sheets. 
This is the' ? ? ? ? material which was ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in the packet 
which I delivered to you on Saturday, June 2, 1973. 
The list of interviewees which I submitted to you in 
the referenced package is not complete. Additional' names 
of interviewees will be submitted to you just as soon as I 
get the ethnic backgrounds. It looks as though we will 
have anywhere from 200-250 people to interview • 
Please note that ? ? ? is very important that you complete 
your total work load no later than the 30th of June. The 
summer is a very' difficult time to interview (due to families 
going away on weekends ? ? ? ? taking this pe iod of time for a 
vacation), therefore you should set up interviews as soon as 
possible. I am enclosing a copy of interviewing tactics which 
may help you as you set up and carry out your interviews. 
Let me ,take this opportunity to thank you for agreeing to 
be one of the'interviewers, and let me also take this time to 
thank you for your patience and support. 'Please feel free 
to call me at any time if you need questions answered. 





Shirtey J. Jones 
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School of Social Welfare 
HEALTH SCIENCES CENTER· 
State University of New York at Stony Brook 
. Stony Brook, New York 11790 
51-6444-2138 
To whom it may concern: 
2.40 
June 5, 1973 
This is to introduce Ms. Ellen ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? professional 
interviewer, who· is undertaking a household survey. This 
survey which is part of a doctoral dissertation, is trying 
? ? ? ? explore ? ? ? ? ? of the decisions people made in terms of 
their choice of housing •. 
I· am the principal investigator, and I have engaged 
Ms. Ellen Einiger to help me interview. I would appreciate 
? ?z any help that you can give us in conducting· this survey. If W o 
• you care·to talk with me further about the survey, please 
II) 
W 
? ? feel free to call me at the following numbersJ home (212) 
w u 
II) 233-1278 or office (516) 444-2148/2149. 
J: 
? ?? ? Thank you again for your intere·st and for your cooperation. 
J: u en 
? ?m 
• 
I/) z o en 
I/) 
W U. o a: a.. 
J: 
? ?






















School of Social Welfare 
HEALTH SCIENCES CENTER 
State University of New York at Stony Brook 
Stony Brook, New York 11790 
516444-2138 
Dear 
This note is to thank you for participating in the 
'242 
Housing Survey which I recently conducted. As was explained 
to you, the information you gave will be confidential and 
the overall findings are. to be used for my doctoral 
dissertation. It is my hope that I will defend the 
dissertation some time during the early part of 1974. At 
that time I will send you a copy of my ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? • 
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